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(iv) Working Definitions  
Recurring Term Working Definition 
Affluent  The term ‘affluent’ is used to describe participating families who live 
in areas characterised by affluence  i.e. people who live in Electoral 
Districts with a deprivation score of 0 to 30 (Haase and Pratschke, 
2008), and who have occupations with a CSO classification ranking 
of (professional, managerial and technical and non-manual. 
Agency (agentic potential) Agency can be defined as a child’s ability to act, either against or in 
tandem with the social structures that impinge on their lives.  
Base-families In this research, base-families provided the first set of referrals for 
the snowball approach to participant recruitment. 
Chauffeuring  The term ‘chauffeuring’ is used here to describe transportation of 
children (Fotel and Thomsen, 2004). While parents also escort 
children via bicycle, walking or by bus, the term chauffeuring is used 
only to describe automotive transport. 
Child-Friendly In this research ‘Child-friendly’ is taken to mean a place, activity or 
method which is liked by parents and children for being age 
appropriate, safe, healthy, inclusive and/or accessible to children 
and families (UNICEF, 2010). 
Childhood-Risk Childhood-risk is defined as any physical or emotional threat to 
children, such as fire hazards, traffic hazards, violence, drug abuse, 
underage drinking, teen pregnancy, stranger-danger, child sexual 
abuse. 
Child-Surveillance ‘Child surveillance’ is taken to mean the direct adult supervision and 
monitoring of children. The term ‘surveillance’, rather than 
supervision reflects the fact that parent’s use both physical 
surveillance and technological surveillance. The use of technology 
ties with literature on ‘surveillance society’ (Conrad, 2009). 
Class-Bound Community 
 
The term ‘class-bound community’ is used to describe the study 
communities targeted in this project - class-bound communities are 
communities with particular deprivation scores.   
Class-bound  Class-bound is a term used by Katz (1981) and Gibbs (1985) to 
describe values that are class specific, thus ‘class-bound’ represents 
collective experience and class values. 
Disadvantaged The term ‘disadvantaged’ is used to describe participating families 
who who live in Electoral Districts with a deprivation score of 0 to -
30 (Haase and Pratschke, 2008), and who have occupations with a 
CSO classification ranking of skilled-manual, semi-skilled, unskilled 
and all other gainfully employed. 
Expert-culture ‘Expert culture’ reflects the prevalence of expert opinion in public 
and common-sense ‘knowledge’ about children. Specifically, the 
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influence of expert ‘knowledge’ on parenting practices (Rutherford, 
2011). 
Home-Range In this research, the child’s home range is taken to mean the 
geographical area within which the child voluntarily traverses in his 
or her normal day (adapted from Anderson and Tindall, 1972). 
Latchkey child The term ‘latchkey child’ was coined to describe children who stay at 
home alone after school without adult supervision (Woods, 1972). 
Leisure-Time This study defines leisure-time as the incorporation of both 
structured and unstructured activities in which the child participates 
outside of school hours (Byrne et al., 2006).  
Oppositional & Supportive 
Agency  
In this research ‘Oppositional Agency’ represents the child’s 
attempts to challenge, push or negotiate with the rules set out by 
parents. ‘Supportive Agency’ represents the child’s attempts to 
understand, accept, and co-operate with the rules and boundaries 
set out by parents. 
Parent The term parent is used to describe the primary care-giver of the 
study child, whether they are biological parents or guardians. 
Safety-Zone  ‘Safety-zone’ is used to describe an area that parents consider safe 
for children to play, given clear boundaries by parents. 
Self -efficacy Self-efficacy is defined as a child’s perception of their own 
competence to complete tasks and reach goals (Bandura, 1977).  
Structured leisure-
time/activities 
Structured leisure-time is considered adult controlled, adult 
supervised formal activities such as sports, music or dance lessons. 
These activities often take a format similar to school. 
Surveillance practices  In this research, child-surveillance is defined as the adult monitoring 
of children by technological means, physical supervision, community 
supervision, or adult supervised activities (Nelson, 2010; Lareau, 
2011; Fotel and Thomsen, 2004).  
Unstructured leisure-time 
(activities) 
Unstructured play can be defined as freely chosen, personally 
directed, intrinsically motivated behaviour that actively engages the 
child. 
Co-operative Surveillance 
 
Co-operative surveillance methods require the co-operation of the 
child in order to be successful such as creating safety-zones and 
setting time boundaries. 
Concealed Surveillance Concealed surveillance practices differ from technological 
surveillance methods in that children are unaware of their existence. 
For example, reading a child’s diary or text messages. 
Technological Surveillance Technological surveillance encompasses all surveillance practices 
that utilise remote devices, technological software and/or mobile 
phones. 
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(v) Abstract 
This research provides an interpretive cross-class analysis of the leisure experience of 
children, aged between six and ten years, living in Cork city. In line with Byrne et al. (2006), 
this study defines leisure-time as an incorporation of both structured and unstructured 
activities in which the child participates outside of school hours. This study focuses on the 
cultural dispositions underpinning parental decisions in relation to children’s leisure 
activities, with a particular emphasis on their child-surveillance practices. In this research, 
child-surveillance is defined as the adult monitoring of children by technological means, 
physical supervision, community supervision, or adult supervised activities (Nelson, 2010; 
Lareau, 2003; Fotel and Thomsen, 2004).       
  This research adds significantly to our understanding of Irish childhood by providing 
the first in-depth qualitative analysis of the surveillance of children’s leisure-time. Since the 
1990s, international research on children has highlighted the increasingly structured nature 
of children’s leisure-time (Lareau, 2011; Valentine & McKendrick, 1997). Furthermore, 
research on child-surveillance has found an increase in the intensive supervision of children 
during their unstructured leisure-time (Nelson, 2010; Furedi, 2008; Fotel and Thomsen, 
2004). This research bridges the gap between these two key bodies of literature thus 
providing a more integrated overview of children’s experience of leisure in Ireland.  
  This thesis provides a detailed analysis of the social and cultural influences that 
encourage parents’ adoption of surveillance practices. Using Bourdieu’s (1992) model of 
habitus, field and capital, the dispositions that shape parents’ decisions about their 
children’s leisure time are interrogated. The holistic view of childhood adopted in this 
research echoes the ‘Whole Child Approach’ promoted by the National Children’s Strategy 
(2000). That is, it analyses the child within a wider set of social relationships including family, 
school, and community, while maintaining the centrality of the child-parent relationship. 
  Underpinned by James and Prout’s (1990) paradigm on childhood, this study 
considers Irish children’s agency in negotiating with parents’ decisions regarding leisure-
time. The data collated in this study enhances our understanding of the micro-interactions 
between parents and children and, the ability of the child to shape their own experience. 
Moreover, this is the first Irish sociological research to identify and discuss class distinctions 
in children’s agentic potential during leisure-time. 
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1.0. Chapter One: Introduction 
1.1.0  Research on Childhood 
Children have been part of debates on social life since the time of Greeks. However, many 
scholars date formal research on children and childhood to the work of 18th century 
philosopher Jean Jacque Rousseau. His book ‘Emile’ (1762) advocated a practice-led 
approach to education, which focused on the child as the object of study. Rousseau’s work 
played a pivotal role in laying the foundations for research on childhood into the nineteenth 
century.  
Some of the earliest innovations in research on childhood came initially from the field of 
education. For example, in Germany, Fredrich Froebel (1826) advocated that play should be 
used to promote learning. A century later, Rudolf Steiner (1924) developed a new humanist 
approach to teaching and learning which highlighted the importance of children’s creativity. 
In the United States, G. Stanley Hall sought to develop a science of child-development, 
leading to the foundation of the child-study movement (1897). Italian educationalist, Maria 
Montessori developed ‘The Montessori Method’ (1912) claiming that children have natural 
learning strategies that need to be nurtured. In the United States, educational reforms 
advanced significantly after World War II, under the influence of John Holt (1967) and Paul 
Goodman (1960). They both championed a movement towards the de-regulation of 
children’s education, bringing discussions of children’s agency to the fore.  
Parallel to education debates, developments in psychology, particularly those emerging t 
the turn of the 20th century, were seminal in presenting children and childhood as important 
subjects of study. Sigmund Freud (1917) devoted a lot of attention to early childhood 
experiences, albeit with a view to understanding psychological problems in adults. Following 
this, Lev Vygotsky (1929) developed the model of the child-in-context, which considered 
children as embedded in social contexts that influence their development. Swiss 
Psychologist Jean Piaget (1932) began publishing on children’s stages of development. This 
work inspired a range of significant studies by American Psychologists Erik Erikson (1950) 
and Lawrence Kohlberg (1958). The construction of moral, social, and intellectual childhood 
development models increased the volume of child-centred research available and 
enhanced scholarly understandings of the internal structures of the child.  
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However, these psychological models of childhood development were called to question by 
theoretical advances emerging from Anthropology, History, and Sociology in the 1950s 
shifting the focus from analysis of the individual to analysis of children within their social 
milieu. Sociologist, Albert Schutz (1932), suggested that people construct knowledge and 
identities based on their social interactions. In 1966, Peter L. Berger and and Thomas 
Luckmann mainstreamed social constructionism in their book ‘The Social Construction of 
Reality’ and it became the dominant conceptual model utilised by child researchers in 
Sociology. 
A constructionist approach was applied to childhood by historian Philippe Aries (1962), 
who’s study of European literature and art identified distinct culturally, spatially, and 
historically specific concepts of childhood. By the 1970s and 1980s, a large volume of 
research analysing the social experience of the child began to transform traditional 
sociological approaches to childhood. Children began to be seen as ‘subjects’ or rather than 
‘objects’ in social life. James and Prout (1990) incorporated the key characteristics of all the 
theoretical changes that were taking place at this time into a ‘new’ paradigm on childhood, 
which has dominated sociological approaches to studying children into the twenty-first 
century.  
1.1.1  Children’s Leisure 
Since the 1970s, Play and leisure has become the focus of many studies on childhood, as 
play is considered a vital component of childhood. Play provides children with the 
opportunity to develop creatively, intellectually, socially and physically, by refining their 
motor-skills, co-ordination, mental agility, and sociability (Webb, 1999; Huges, 1996; Larsen 
and Verma, 1999).  
Successive international studies have raised concerns about the reduction in children’s 
space and unstructured play i.e. their freely chosen, personally directed play. In the United 
Kingdom (UK), Wyness (1994) found that the increasing adult regulation of children’s lives 
reduced the amount of time children spent playing outdoors. Similarly, in the Netherlands, 
Karsten (2005) found that children were spending less time playing outdoors in the streets 
than children in the 1950s. Oldman (1994) found that the decrease in children’s outdoor 
play has led to a higher degree of adult control and supervision over children’s play). 
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From the 1990s onwards, there is also evidence of an increase in children’s structured 
leisure-time i.e. children’s adult supervised formal activities. In America, Elkind (2007) found 
that the amount of time children spend participating in structured leisure activities has 
doubled since 1987. In the UK, Adler and Adler (1994) found that children were spending 
most of their leisure-time in environments similar to school. Similarly, Fotel and Thompsen 
(2004) found that the increase in children’s structured activities has led to an increase in the 
supervision of children’s mobility, particularly the practice of chauffeuring children by car. 
Annette Lareau (2003) identified class differences in children’s structured leisure activities in 
America, with affluent children participating in more structured activities than 
disadvantaged children. Lareau found that structured activities represented valuable 
cultural capital, which aided in the reproduction of social class. This doctoral thesis builds 
upon Lareau’s research by seeking to identify class differences in children’s leisure-time in 
Ireland. However, this research goes further by linking research on children’s structured and 
unstructured leisure-time with the growing body of research on the surveillance of 
children’s leisure-time.  
1.1.2  Child-Surveillance 
For this research, the term ‘child-surveillance’ is taken to mean the direct and indirect adult 
supervision and monitoring of children during their leisure-time. The term ‘surveillance’, 
rather than supervision is used to reflect the fact that contemporary parents’ use 
technological surveillance in addition to other modes of surveillance. This use of technology 
to monitor children reinforces recent theorizing about the emergence of a ‘surveillance 
society’ (Conrad, 2009), thus rendering surveillance the most appropriate term. Child-
surveillance practices can take a number of forms: 
 Parents can physically monitor their child with the child’s knowledge 
 Parents can monitor the child without their knowledge 
 Parents can technologically monitor their child through mobile devices  
 Parents can entrust the supervision of children to adults they consider 
responsible.  
Academic research on child-surveillance began in the United States in the 1980s, specifically 
in response to public debate about ‘latchkey’ children. The term ‘latchkey child’ was coined 
to describe children who stay at home alone after school without adult supervision (Woods, 
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1970; Long and Long, 1981). Research on latchkey children highlighted the negative 
consequences of poor child-surveillance for children themselves with high incidences of, 
feelings of rejection, loneliness, fear, poor school engagement, accidents and destructive 
behaviour amongst children in this category (Galambos and Gabarino, 1983). This research, 
implicitly criticised working parents who left their children at home unsupervised. 
By the 1990s, the focus changed from the unsupervised child to the over-supervised child. A 
sharp increase in child-surveillance was identified across a number of countries. In the UK, 
Backett-Millburn and Harden (2004) noted that children’s play had become exposed to 
supervision that is more direct. In the US, Nelson (2010) highlighted the new technological 
surveillance of children via baby monitors, GPS tracking devices and mobile appliances. 
Furthermore, Lareau (2011) suggested that structured activities were now being used as a 
method of child surveillance.  
Perceptions of risk have been considered a defining factor in promoting parents’ 
surveillance practices (Furedi, 2008; Valentine, 1999). The homogenisation of global media 
has also been thought to contribute to parents’ growing anxiety and concern for children’s 
safety and risk, as parents are increasingly exposed to child abductions, murder, and sexual 
abuse all over the world.  Moreover, the social, cultural, and geographical changes occurring 
in the 1990s and 2000s are cited as encouraging surveillance behaviour. These changes 
include:  
 Increasing road traffic hazards (NPP, 2004; Fotel and Thomsen, 2004) 
 Lack of child-friendly green space (Valentine & McKendrick, 1997) 
 Increasing media promulgation of stranger danger (Lucey and Reay, 2000) 
 Prevalent ‘expert culture’ (Furedi, 2008; Bristow, 2009; Skenazy, 2009) 
 Increasing online internet risk (Byron, 2009) 
 Greater awareness of sexual abuse (Ryan, 2009; Murphy, 2009) 
 Increasing pressure on children to perform (Lareau, 2003)  
 
Harden et al. (2000) suggest that contemporary parenting advice positing children as a 
vulnerable group, only adds to parents’ anxiety. Concepts, such as ‘helicopter parenting’ 
(Cline and Fay, 1990) and ‘snowplough parenting’ (Ebner, 2011) suggest that surveillance is 
born out of care for the child. However, some research emphasises the potentially 
damaging nature of excessive surveillance on children (Skenazy, 2009; Montgomery, 2010). 
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This research will move beyond the notion of surveillance as childhood-risk management by 
linking surveillance practices parents’ construction of their own identity and their 
expectations for their child.  
1.2.0  Childhood in the Irish Context 
Rapid cultural shifts in Ireland have changed the experience of childhood significantly over 
the past thirty years. The abolition of the marriage ban (1973) and the Equal Pay Act (1977), 
increased women’s participation in the workforce thus changing the after-school 
experiences of Irish children (Purcell, 2001). Furthermore, the introduction of 
contraceptives (1980) and the referendum on divorce (1996) contributed to a reduction in 
family size, and a greater prevalence of single parent, co-habiting and divorced families in 
Ireland. 
In legislative terms, the welfare of children did not emerge as a prominent issue in Ireland 
until the 1990s. The Children’s Act (1908) remained the primary legislation on children’s 
welfare until 1991, just prior to Ireland’s ratification of the United Nations Convention on 
the Rights of the Child (1992). Up to that point, the welfare of children was considered the 
responsibility of private and religious organisations. Secularisation in Ireland has significantly 
decreased the Churches dominance over children in recent years. In addition, clerical abuse 
scandals have increased the visibility of children’s issues and prompted the government to 
introduce a number of policies aiming to protect Irish children. These policies include; the 
National Children’s Strategy (2000), The Children’s Act (2007) and the Children First 
Guidelines (2011). 
A core concern of the National Children’s Strategy (2000) was the lack of high quality 
research available on childhood in Ireland. In response to this concern, a national 
longitudinal study of the experience of children, ‘Growing Up In Ireland’ (GUI) was 
established in 2007.1 This research draws upon the GUI study, particularly in relation to 
technical reports, background literature and research methods. This research adds 
significantly to the data gathered by GUI by providing a qualitative analysis of the trends 
                                                             
1 Growing Up in Ireland is administered by the Economic and Social Research Institute (ESRI) and 
Trinity College Dublin (TCD). The study follows the progress of 8,500 nine-year-olds and 11,000 nine-
month-olds from 2007 to 2014.   
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identified in children’s leisure-time, some of which are evident in the micro-data gathered 
by Growing Up in Ireland (2009).  
1.3.0  Aims and objectives of  this Study 
The aims and objectives of this thesis address a series of research questions, which were 
devised to guide the direction of the theoretical and empirical analysis from inception:  
Q 1: Can child-surveillance and the regulation of children’s leisure-time be 
identified in Ireland, as it has been in the UK and US? 
Q 2: Is surveillance uniform across different socio-economic classes? 
 
Q 3: Why do parents exercise child-surveillance practices? Why is this 
phenomenon more prevalent amongst affluent families? 
Q4: Does child-surveillance impact upon children’s expression of agency? If 
yes, then how so? 
Table 1 - Research Questions Guiding this Study 
Each question has been interrogated in a rigorous manner and this research has contributed 
to the production of new and innovative insights into Irish families’ experiences of leisure 
and surveillance.  
Firstly, this study sought to identify trends in the leisure and surveillance experiences of Irish 
families. A series of qualitative and quantitative research methods were constructed to 
explore children’s mobility, children’s structured play, children’s unstructured play, and 
parents’ technological, co-operative and concealed surveillance practices. These methods 
aimed to determine whether Irish children’s experiences of leisure and surveillance were 
similar to those identified in the UK and US.  
Secondly, this study aimed to map the class differences in children’s leisure in the urban 
context of Cork city. According to Christensen (2003), children in rural areas experience 
more freedom than those in urban areas. Given that this research centres on children’s 
experience of surveillance, an urban setting was deemed more appropriate for this study. 
Critically for this research, Cork city can be divided into socio-economically distinctive 
communities, which are dominated by specific demographical trends (Haase and Pratschke, 
2008). As a result, Cork city presents itself as an appropriate test case for mapping socio-
economic distinctions in children’s leisure.  
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Thirdly, this research aimed to discover why Irish parents monitor their children. Following 
in the scholarly tradition of Lareau (2003) and Devine (2004), this thesis explored children’s 
and parents’ experiences using the conceptual framework of the habitus, field and capital, 
developed by Pierre Bourdieu (1970, 1977, 1989). Bourdieu argues that parents have 
subjective dispositions (habitus) which guide their behaviour. These subjective dispositions 
inform Irish parents’ assumptions about the nature of childhood and their obligations and 
expectations as parents. As such, parents’ surveillance practices are analysed in terms of the 
the social, cultural and economic context of parenting in Ireland.  
Finally, this research sought to explore the degree to which class differences in Irish 
children’s leisure affect their agency and self-efficacy i.e. their power to negotiate with their 
social reality. Furthermore, this research aimed to identify key class distinctions in children’s 
agency and self-efficacy in Ireland. It should be noted that, this research considers children 
to be the holders of expert knowledge on their own experience. As a result, this research is 
committed to understanding and interpreting the child’s view in an authentic and non-
judgemental manner, regarding the child’s input as equally important to parents’ input.  
1.4.0  Theoretical Framework 
This research utilises a multi-layered theoretical framework, comprising of four central 
strands of exploration, namely the social constructionism strand; the social class strand; the 
surveillance strand; the agency strand. Figure 1 illustrates the strands from the broadest 
theoretical paradigm of social constructionism down to the narrowest theoretical concept 
of agency. 
 
Figure 1 – Four Strands of Exploration 
Constructionism Strand 
Social Class Strand 
Surveillance Strand  
Agency 
Strand 
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At the broadest level, this study is located within the social constructionist paradigm, which 
posits that childhood is a social construction affected by social, cultural and temporal 
contexts. Supplementing the constructionist paradigm, this research incorporates 
Bourdieu’s (1984) theory of habitus, field and capital which has become one of the 
dominant frameworks in child research in recent years (Lareau, 2003).  
This analysis of children’s leisure-time also links contemporary research on children’s 
structured leisure-time with sociological literature on surveillance (Foucault, 1977). As the 
most notable sociologist to theorize surveillance, Foucault’s concepts of panopticism, the 
gaze and docile bodies are outlined as a third pillar of this theoretical framework.  
The final strand draws on the works of Bandura (1977; 1989; 1997), Giddens (1984) and 
Emirbayer and Mische (1998), in illuminating agency as a central theme in the analysis of 
children’s leisure-time. According to Corsaro (1997), in order to determine a child’s agency 
one must examine the child‘s engagement with the societal constraints they encounter. In 
this research, constraints materialise as methods of surveillance. The ways in which children 
negotiate and engage with these methods of surveillance, whether they are restrictive or 
unrestrictive, reveals their agency within the family unit.  
1.5.0  Methodological Framework 
The methodology employed in children’s research has become more sophisticated in recent 
years with numerous books providing innovative and ethically robust approaches to child 
research (Alderson and Morrow, 2011; Greene and Hogan, 2005; Graue and Walsh, 1998). 
Guided by their recommendations and the child-centred approach of Growing up in Ireland, 
the methods selected for this study were tailored for each specific cohort of participants. A 
mixed method approach, incorporating qualitative and quantitative methods was used with 
three cohorts i.e. parents, children and community members.  
In total, seventeen families and three community members were recruited for the 
qualitative aspect of this study. A further 104 individuals, including parents, children and 
community members were recruited for the quantitative segment of the research. The bulk 
of my data was gathered from thirty-seven interviews, fifteen drawings, seventeen time-use 
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surveys and eleven structured activity schedules completed by members of the seventeen 
families recruited.  
The participants in this research were grouped into ‘affluent’ and ‘disadvantaged’ categories 
(terms used by Haase and Pratscke 2008), on the basis of their socio-economic class. Class 
was determined by using the deprivation index to select three affluent communities; 
Douglas, Ballinlough and Ballincollig, and three disadvantaged communties; Togher, 
Blackpool and Ballyphehane, from which to recruit participants. The spatial class of 
participating families was then cross referenced using the CSO Occupation Scale (2002).   
1.6.0  Significance of this Research 
This research makes important empirical, theoretical and analytical contributions to recent 
debates on children’s leisure, surveillance and the Sociology of Childhood in a number of 
significant ways. Firstly, this research identifies Irish families’ experiences of surveillance 
practices and categorises them into distinct modes and methods in an attempt to map a 
very complex and embedded process. As the only qualitative study to focus exclusively on 
parents’ and children’s experience of leisure-time and surveillance in Irish society, the 
empirical data and theoretical analysis produced by this thesis will enhance and contribute 
to the findings of macro Irish studies such as Growing up in Ireland.  
Critically, this research provides a nuanced analysis of the class-specific patterns in Irish 
children’s leisure-time and demonstrates how the structuring of children’s leisure-time 
lends itself to the integration of children into their respective communities. This research 
qualitatively analyses trends in children’s leisure from both the perspective of the child and 
the perspective of the parent, thus positioning the project within the ‘new’ paradigm on 
childhood and the government’s whole-child approach to researching children’s lives. 
Uniquely, this study moves beyond the mainstream analysis of child-surveillance as a child 
protection measure or childhood-risk management. This thesis posits that Irish parents’ 
motivations for adopting surveillance practices are as much linked to the construction of 
their own identity, as they are to child protection. Finally, and perhaps most substantially, 
this study identifies the impact of surveillance practices on children’s expression of agency 
and self-efficacy. Specifically, this research posits that class differences in child/parent 
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relationships, children’s leisure and children’s interaction with surveillance practices result 
in diverging patterns of agency.  
 
1.7.0   Structure of the Thesis 
Given the complex nature of this thesis, a multi-level framework with four central strands of 
exploration was developed to keep the thesis coherent and comprehensive. The four 
strands include:  
 Social constructionism Strand 
 Social class Strand 
 Surveillance strand 
 Agency strand 
 
The four strands provide a structure for the chapters of this thesis. Throughout the thesis, 
the four strands are ordered in accordance with their relevance to each chapter. 
1.7.1 Chapter Two: Theoretical Framework 
Chapter 3 provides contextualisation for contemporary research on childhood by outlining 
the historical development of the Sociology of childhood. Following this, Pierre Bourdieu’s 
theory of ‘habitus’, ‘field’ and ‘capital’ is explained and presented as the foundational  
model from which to explore the social and cultural factors impacting upon the child-parent 
relationship and subsequent surveillance behaviour. Supplementing Bourdieu’s model and 
keeping with the social constructionist view of childhood experience, Michel Foucault’s 
theoretical contributions to the field of surveillance is outlined. This research foregrounds 
the child’s experience by integrating children’s agency into Bourdieu’s model of structure 
and action. As such, this chapter outlines contemporary works on human agency and agency 
in childhood in light of the child’s ability to negotiate, accept, and co-operate with 
surveillance practices.  
1.7.2  Chapter Three: Historical Context and Emergent Social Constructions 
The second chapter provides a literature review of the historical context of childhood in 
Ireland. The cultural constructions of children and childhood are traced from the child as 
economically valuable, to the child as socially neglected, to the child as unique and 
innocent. In addition, the works of the most significant contributors to the fields of social 
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class, child-surveillance and agency are outlined. National and international trends in the 
analysis children’s leisure-time are reviewed in light of the aims and objectives of this 
research.  
1.7.3 Chapter Four: Methodological Framework 
Chapter 4 outlines the mixed-method approach adopted in this research. A detailed 
discussion of the design of research methods, criterion for inclusion, recruitment and 
fieldwork is provided. The challenges encountered in the field are addressed. Finally, the 
theming process used to aid analysis is explained. The profiles participants and samples of 
letters, questionnaires, and recruitment tools are included as appendices in Volume II of this 
thesis. 
1.7.4 Chapter Five: Detailed Data Analysis 
Chapter 5 consists of an in-depth analysis of the qualitative and quantitative data gathered 
throughout the course of this research. Data from three cohorts is collated in order to 
interrogate trends within children’s’ leisure-time and surveillance within the sample. The 
data from these cohorts provide rich qualitative discussions, which enhance the literature 
outlined in Chapter 2. Parents’ modes and methods of surveillance are identified and 
children’s interaction with these methods are explored.  
1.7.5 Chapter Six: Discussion 
The final chapter of this research provides a comprehensive discussion of the link between 
the empirical findings, outlined in Chapter 5, and the literature and theoretical analyses 
outlined in Chapters 2 and 3. This chapter is seminal to highlighting the unique findings 
produced by this study, re-enforcing the argument presented throughout, and identifying 
the significant contributions it makes to contemporary scholarly research going forward.  
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2.0 Chapter Two: Theoretical Framework 
2.0.1  Introduction 
This research explores children and parents’ experiences of leisure-time in Cork city using a 
cross-class analysis of structured and unstructured activities. Critically, this chapter is used 
to contextualise this project within the social constructionist paradigm and confirm that it 
meets all of the research guidelines posited by James and Prout’s paradigm on childhood 
(1990). At a macro level, this research is located within the social constructionist paradigm, 
dominant within the Sociology of Childhood.  
Within this broad framework, Bourdieu’s models of habitus, field, and capital have been 
utilised to explore how specific social constructions of childhood are internalised by parents 
and children in cross-class contexts in Cork. This chapter links contemporary research on 
children’s structured leisure-time to the sociological literature on surveillance of children’s 
unstructured leisure-time. Finally, this research draws on theorisations of children’s agency 
in order to examine children’s negotiations with the regulation of play and the surveillance 
of leisure-time. The structure of Chapter 3 is illustrated below: 
                
Figure 2 - Multi-Layered Theoretical Framework 
 
   Social Constructionism Strand 
  The Social Class Strand 
The Surveillance  Strand 
The Agency Strand) 
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2.1.0   Child-Research in Sociology 
The founding fathers of Sociology Marx, Weber and Durkehim devoted little attention to the 
experiences of children. Marx and Engels’ Communist Manifesto (1948) described children 
as the lowest or ‘lumpen’ proletariat, exploited as a source of cheap labour, like other 
lower-class adults. Weber (1946) failed to address childhood in his work, despite using the 
term ‘childish’ to describe behaviours that were irrational or irrelevant. Finally, Durkheim 
(1893) acknowledged the distinction between adulthood and childhood. However, his 
characterisation of children was wholly negative. He described childhood as ‘a period of 
growth, that is to say, the period in which the individual, in both the physical and moral 
sense, does not yet exist’ (Smart at al., 2001: 1).  
The neglect of children’s experiences in Sociology was not mirrored in other academic 
disciplines. From the 1800s, scholars in the fields of education (Froebel, 1826; Hall, 1897; 
Montessori, 1938), psychology (Freud, 1924; Vygotsky, 1924; Piaget, 1932), anthropology 
(Mead, 1934; Lancy, 2008) and history (Aries, 1962; Mintz, 2004; Cunningham, 2006; 1995) 
were providing a range of insights into the experiences of children. Throughout the 
twentieth century, these studies affected Sociological analysis, with the question of 
childhood socialisation becoming a more dominant theme within the discipline as the 
century progressed. 
2.1.1  Educational Approaches to Childhood 
Scholars of education were among the first to become interested in childhood as a stage of 
experience in its own right. In 1826, Fredrich Froebel’s ‘The Education of Man’ advocated a 
play-centred approach to children’s learning. Frobel regarded play as a unique experience 
that could support children’s learning. In the United States, G. Stanley Hall, a psychologist 
with a strong interest in education, championed the child study movement (1897). He 
posited that policy on children’s education, health, and welfare could only be improved by 
in-depth study of children’s experiences.  
In Europe, Rudolph Steiner (1919) founded the ‘Waldorf School’, which sought to apply the 
principles of independent thinking. Steiner’s approach to learning highlighted the 
importance of children’s creativity. Also championing a child-centred approach to education 
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was Italian educator, Maria Montessori. In Her book ‘The Montessori Method’ (1938), she 
claimed that the role of the teacher was to provide opportunities for the child’s natural 
learning to flourish.  
In America, under the influence of education activists Paul Goodman (1964) and John Holt 
(1975; 1996), the potential to provide child-centred education through home schooling 
became an increasingly controversial theme within public education policy debates. 
Sociologists could not fail to be affected by this public controversy. However, they were also 
being increasingly influenced by the work of key twentieth century psychologists.   
2.1.2  Psychological Approaches to Childhood 
Analysis of childhood experience was central to the emergence of psychology and 
psychoanalysis in the 1880s with Sigmund Freud laying particular emphasis on childhood 
experiences. Freud (1920; 1923) argued that the way parents responded to their children's 
basic desires would determine how their personalities developed as adults. By 1932, the 
work of Swiss psychologist Jean Piaget began to dominate Developmental Psychology.  
Piaget claimed that children pass through defined stages of development. During these 
phases, children learn to negotiate, organise, and interpret the information they gather in 
their daily lives. It can be argued that Piaget’s work exemplifies an early constructivist 
approach to childhood as he recognises that children can become active agents in their own 
experience. 
Although much less well known at the time, Russian psychologist Lev Vygotsky was 
developing some of the most important insights into the impact of culture on children 
development. Vygotsky (1924) suggested that through interaction, children reproduced 
valued symbols and language, making them active agents in the construction of their 
experiences. His work has had seminal influence on the sociology of childhood.  
After World War II, the field of development psychology began to provide a range of new 
insights into how children experience the world. In 1950, Erik Erikson published an eight-
stage model of development. Building on the work of Erikson, Lawrence Kohlberg (1958) 
created a six-stage model of moral development. He argues that the individual passes 
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through two pre-conventional stage, two conventional stages, and two post-conventional 
stages of moral growth.  
Britain had its own distinct tradition of twentieth century research on child development. 
During the 1920s, Melanie Klein (1921) drew on Freud’s analysis of childhood to advance 
her own observational research where she worked directly with young children. Her findings 
ultimately came to contradict Freud’s assertions about children’s psycho-social 
development. During the 1950s, psychologist John Bowlby began studying the social 
attachments of children. Bowlby suggested that children need secure ties with their care-
givers, claiming that a lack of attachment can cause abnormal development in the child. 
By the 1960s, the work of psychologists had demonstrated not only that the experience in 
childhood had a major impact upon behaviours and perspectives in adulthood but also that 
childhood was a distinct realm of human experience where children had their own agency. 
However, the depth and scope of psychological research, which focused largely on the 
experience of the individual, demonstrated the clear need for studies of childhood 
grounded in understandings that were fundamentally social. The understandings of 
childhood which developed through anthropological studies provided additional and equally 
important insights into the subsequent development of sociological research on children 
and childhood.  
2.1.3  Anthropological Approaches to Childhood  
Anthropologists devoted sporadic attention to the theme of childhood until the 1960s, 
nevertheless, some of the earliest research on childhood socialisation in tribal cultures 
provided important insights into how childhood experience is shaped by culture. 
Anthropologist Margaret Mead’s study, ‘Coming of Age in Samoa’ (1928), was critical in 
demonstrating that child-rearing practices influenced how children experience childhood. 
The study was followed by a second major piece of research, ‘Growing Up in New Guinea’ 
(1930), which explored the challenges of making the transition from childhood to adulthood 
in tribal society. During the 1940s, the work of John W. M. Whiting continued this 
anthropological tradition of childhood research. In his early study, ‘Becoming a Kwoma’ 
(1941), he used social learning theory in order to demonstrate how much culture affected 
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socialisation experiences. In a broader study in 1953, Whiting and Child provided a cross-
cultural comparison of childhood experiences in seventy-five different cultural context.  
Anthropologists made a small but very important contribution to understanding childhood 
in the mid-twentieth century. However, as the 1960s dawned, it was historian Philippe Aries 
who was to provide one of the most exciting and provoking analysis of children’s 
experiences.   
2.1.4  Historical Approach to Childhood  
French Historian Philippe Aries book, ‘Centuries of Childhood’ (1962) was the first text to 
provide evidence of the fluid nature of childhood as a socially constructed concept. Through 
historical analysis of art and literature, Aries made a strong case that childhood as a stage in 
the life course did not exist prior to the seventeenth century. Aries argued that this neglect 
of childhood was due to a general lack of awareness surrounding the sociological and 
psychological differences between children and adults. His work examined how 
understandings of childhood evolved during the last three hundred years in part as a 
reflection of broader religious, social, cultural and political belief systems across societies. 
Since the publication of Aries book in 1962, historians, Steven Mintz (2004), Hugh 
Cunningham (2005; 2006) and Peter Sterns (2006), have mapped historical constructions of 
childhood in American and Britain. Because of their careful analysis, historical analysis was 
critical to the emergence of the social constructionist perspective within Sociology. 
Beginning in the eighteenth century with the Sociological Cannon, and progressing through 
different academic disciplines, this chapter has traced the origins and influences on child-
research in Sociology. However, it was only with the emergence of the social constructionist 
paradigm, developed by Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann, that a framework offering 
the potential to place children’s experience at the heart of sociological analysis emerged.  
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2.2.0    The Social Constructionist Strand  
2.2.1     Introduction 
The publication of ‘The Social Construction of Reality’ (1966), by Berger and Luckmann was 
critical to the development of the social constructionist perspective within Sociology. Berger 
and Luckmann set about exploring what a collection of people located at a particular time 
and in a particular place, take to be ‘real’ and how these constructions of reality develop 
over time (Ritzer, 2005;2007). Consequently, all taken-for-granted knowledge began to be 
investigated as being historically and culturally specific. 
In the 1970s and 1980s, social constructionists began to concentrate on the influence of 
structures, institutions and discourse in creating social constructions. A key contributor was 
Michel Foucault who said, ‘the knowledge which a discourse produces constitutes a kind of 
power, exercised over those who are ‘known’ (1980: 201). Foucault suggests that discourses 
have a significant impact upon the social constructions, which dominate a society. The 
emergence of social constructionism as a theoretical framework stimulated new research 
within the Sociology of Childhood.  
2.2.2  Social Constructionism and the Sociology of Childhood 
In the late 1970s, a number of publications which analysed the social experience of the child 
began to address the historical neglect of childhood within Sociology. MacKay (1973) and 
Denzin (1977) developed new analyses of childhood socialisation. By the mid-1980s, it has 
been argued that a ‘new’ Sociology of Childhood was emerging where researchers began to 
take childhood seriously (Jenks, 1996; Alannen, 2003). Particularly influential within this 
literature, was the work of Chris Jenks (1996). In his book ‘Childhood’, Jenks identified two 
major social and historical constructs that shaped to explain childhood experience, namely, 
the Apollonian Child and the Dionysian Child.  
Apollonian and Dionysian Childhoods 
The terms Dionysian and Apollonian originate with the work of Nietzsche (1872) who 
contrasted the Greek mythological figure of Dionysus with the God Apollo. Dionysus 
represented unrestraint and chaos, while Apollo represented order and reason. Jenks claims 
that the Dionysian construction of childhood ‘rests on the assumption of an initial evil or 
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corruption within the child’ (1996: 70). The Dionysian child is born with an innate desire to 
stray from the path of social order. According to Jenks, ‘such children must not fall into bad 
company, establish bad habits, or develop idle hands’ (1996: 71).  
Underlying assumptions about the Dionysian child were informed by the doctrine of Adamic 
original sin, which ‘was often interpreted to mean that humans were corrupted, that there 
was no goodness in the heart and therefore humans could not recognize moral goodness’ 
(2001: 775). Hendrick claims that Adamic sin ‘was re-invigorated during the Evangelical 
Revival (1701-1800) with its emphasis on children as ‘sinful polluted creatures’ (1997: 40). 
Elements of this perspective can be identified in the work of Sigmund Freud’s theory of the 
‘Id’, which he claims is an aspect of the personality that houses the instinctive, insatiable 
desires innate to human minds. Jenks describes these insatiable desires as ‘a primal force 
which lies within the child [which] will be mobilised if…the adult world should allow them to 
stray away from the appropriate path’ (Jenks, 1996: 71). 
The innate desires of the Dionysian child render them vulnerable to external corruption. 
According to Jenks, the assumption of children’s innate corruptness resulted in a form of 
parenting which was ‘dominated by distinct and strict moral guidance through physical 
direction’ (1996:71). For example, Wesleyan Methodist leaders of the nineteenth century 
advocated for children ‘to be brought up in extreme austerity of diet and dress...such 
instruction would help them to realize that they were ‘more ignorant, more foolish, and 
more wicked than they could possibly conceive’ (1992: 80). The influence of this Dionysian 
construct of childhood continued to shape constructions of childhood in the twentieth 
century.  
The antithesis of the Dionysian childhood is the Apollonian childhood. According to Jenks, 
the Apollonian childhood has ‘a natural goodness and a clarity of vision that we might 
‘idolise’ or even ‘worship’ as the source of all that is the best in human nature’ (1996: 72). 
An Apollonian construction of childhood considers the child to be born innocent, thus 
linking it to the work of Jean Jacque Rousseau. In Émile (1762), Rousseau stated ‘there is no 
original perversity in the human heart. There is not a single vice to be found in it of which it 
cannot be said how and whence it entered’ (quoted in Alberg, 2001: 774). Jenks notes, the 
Apollonian approach is ‘much more, the modern, Western…way of regarding the child… 
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[allowing us to] honour and celebrate the child and dedicate ourselves to reveal its newness 
and uniqueness’ (1996: 72/73).  
Jenks has provided a very useful framework for analysing historical constructions of 
childhood. I will argue that such constructions can also be applied to contemporary 
experiences of childhood. However, as Karen Smith (2012) points out, one has be careful of 
over-simplifying childhood into a binary opposition of Dionysian -Apollonian to fit a 
narrative.  
2.2.3  The ‘New’ Paradigm on Childhood 
By the 1990s, a ‘new’ paradigm for research on childhood was emerged. In ‘Constructing 
and Re-Constructing Childhood’, Allison James and Alan Prout consolidated all the key 
theoretical, political, cultural and social changes that had taken place within the Sociology of 
Childhood since the 1960s. The result was a ‘new’ paradigm, presenting a constructionist 
approach to childhood based upon six central characteristics, namely:  
1. Childhood is a social construction. 
2. Childhood has a social and cultural context. 
3. Children’s relationships and cultures are worthy of study in their own right. 
4. Children must be seen as active in the construction of their own social lives 
5. Ethnography is the most effective child-research methodology 
6. To engage in the process of reconstructing childhood 
The ‘new’ paradigm reflects the fact that ‘childhood is an interweaving of social structures, 
political and economic institutions, beliefs, cultural mores, laws, policies and the everyday 
actions of both adults and children’ (James & Prout, 2004: 13). It has become one of the 
most widely used perspectives in the Sociology of Childhood (Stainton-Rogers, 1992; 
Hendrick, 1997; Prout, 2000: Corsaro, 1997).  
However, it does have some weaknesses. While the model provides much in the way of 
guiding aspirations for empirical research, it is less satisfactory in providing specific 
theoretical concepts, which operationalize these aspirations. To use the example of socio-
economic class, which is central to this thesis, James and Prout identify class as a key social 
structure shaping childhood but neglect to discuss the ways in which children experience 
 32 
class divisions. As a result, the ‘new’ paradigm has been supplemented with various other 
empirically robust theories in order to create an operational framework for this research. 
2.3.0   The Social Class Strand  
2.3.1   Introduction 
Sociological understandings of class date back to Karl Marx (1848) who argued that 
stratification was based primarily on economics. Marx highlighted the fundamental 
opposition between the interests of the Bourgeoisie and the Proletariat. Marx’s theory of 
stratification has been foundational in the development of more complex models of inter-
class relationships by Weber (1904), Habermas (1981), Gramsci (1971), and others. Weber 
acknowledged the importance of class divisions based upon economics but also 
incorporated the political and cultural concepts of status and party into his theory of 
stratification. Weber regarded the middle-class as an important group in the class system, 
and presented a more fluid model of social stratification. 
Subsequent analysis of social stratification tended to follow in either the Neo-Marxist or 
Neo-Weberian tradition. The thirty years following World War II are now regarded as the 
‘golden years’ of stratification research. Studies, such as those by John Goldthorpe (1963; 
1987) and Erik Ohlin Wright (1978; 1985) were instrumental in (a) transforming the way in 
which class was theorised, and (b) by developing new approaches to the analysis of class 
and class consciousness. Despite the scope of this research, it is Pierre Bourdieu who is 
regarded one of the key figures promoting the ‘cultural turn’ in research on class and social 
stratification from the 1960s onwards.  
Although Bourdieu does not directly apply his concepts to children’s experiences, 
contemporary child researchers (Lareau, 2000; Devine, 2004; Leonard, 2006) have adapted 
and applied his work, giving his concepts prominence in sociological research on childhood. 
One of the most comprehensive and influential studies of children’s leisure-time was 
conducted by Annette Lareau (2000). The theoretical model underpinning her work is Pierre 
Bourdieu’s work on habitus, field and capital. Lareau utilises Bourdieu’s framework in order 
to understand how parents and children internalise social constructions of reality. Following 
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from Lareau, Bourdieu’s theorisation of class will form the third strand of exploration in this 
chapter.  
2.3.2 Pierre Bourdieu’s Sociology of Class 
In ‘Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste’ (1984) Bourdieu’s application of 
the habitus, field, and capital undeniably demonstrated a new insightful way of viewing the 
social world (Robbins, 1991; Shusterman, 1999; Jenkins, 1992). It was named one of the 
twentieth century’s most important works of sociology by the International Sociological 
Association. 
Bourdieu’s work is located within the French structuralist tradition. Structuralist scholars 
claim that there are two types of structures, the subjective internal structures of the mind 
and body and the objective social structures of society such as politics and economics. 
Bourdieu presents social life as an interaction between structures and individuals.  
Bourdieu characterises class as social practice rather than a fixed category. He states ‘social 
class is not defined by a property but by the structure of relations which gives its specific 
value to each of them and to the effects they exert on practices’ (Bourdieu, 1976: 106). 
Social class weaves its way through Bourdieu’s main work on education, taste and habitus 
and field. Bourdieu’s criticizes the Marxist approach to class analysis for its economic 
determinism. He consciously deviates from ‘crude economism and structuralism’ and moves 
towards a much broader analysis of social processes and personal tastes.  
Bourdieu insists that class can be transitory within what he terms a ‘class trajectory’ or map 
of social positions. This trajectory essentially maps social mobility. There are those who 
move upwards, those who slip downwards, and those who remain in situ. Bourdieu explains 
therefore, that social positions do not materialise solely out of differences in income. 
Structures such as politics, religion, and education generate discourses and individuals 
interact with these discourses, internalising them and transferring them. Bourdieu 
developed a theoretical model to illustrate this process of internalisation based on three 
inter-related concepts of ‘habitus’, ‘field’ and ‘capital’. 
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2.3.3  The Habitus  
In Sociology, habitus is ‘a set of acquired principles of thought, behaviour, and taste…a 
person’s own knowledge and understanding of the world’ (Bruce and Yearley, 2006: 130). 
Bourdieu’s interpretation of the ‘habitus’ dates back to Aristotle’s notion of the Hexis, which 
is ‘a special sort of disposition, which is itself a quality’ (Hutchinson, 1986: 5).  Bourdieu 
defines habitus as:  
Systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures 
predisposed to function as structuring structures, that is, as principles, 
which generate and organise practices and representations that can be 
objectively adapted to their outcomes without presupposing a conscious 
aiming at ends or an express mastery of the operations necessary in order 
to attain them (Bourdieu, 1992: 53). 
Bourdieu views habitus as ‘a present past that tends to itself into the future…an internal 
law’ (1993: 6). This internal law or ‘disposition’ is like an ingrained social strategy, which 
guides each individual into appropriate action. In this sense, the dispositions of the habitus 
act as a bridging tool linking individual agency with the broader social structures impinging 
on daily interaction.  
Bourdieu’s internal dispositions have three primary characteristics. Firstly, dispositions are 
internal rules deeply embedded in the conscious and unconscious mind of the individual. 
Secondly, the habitus can only be reproduced through practice, that is, through talking, 
moving, thinking (Jenkins, 1992). Thirdly, the body is a ‘machine’ upon which the habitus 
can impact. Webb notes, ‘the habitus also works on the level of the body shaping what 
might seem its instinctive responses’ (2002: 11). Therefore, it can be argued that Bourdieu’s 
internal dispositions are in fact, social constructions of reality, constructed and reproduced 
through social action.  
It is only when individuals interact with each other through practice that the habitus 
becomes comparable. Shusterman explains, ‘my embodied understanding doesn’t exist only 
in me as an individual agent. It also exists in me as the co-agent of common actions’ (1999: 
37). Furthermore, sets of dispositions vary by social location and life trajectory. Individuals 
with different life experiences will gain different ways of thinking, feeling, and acting.  
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Bourdieu’s complex and rather ambiguous definition of the habitus has caused much debate 
amongst sociologists and anthropologists (Jenkins, 1992; Alexander, 1995). His definition 
situates his work within the structuralist tradition but he rejects the dominant 
characteristics of structuralism. Essentially, he sees habitus as an embodied system of 
‘dispositions’ without much conscious intention. An individual’s habitus is based on 
normative action and thus guides the individual’s choices without an explicit social rule. 
That is, the habitus is a series of dominant cultural dispositions, which are internalised 
through interaction during primary socialisation (Swartz, 1997). Loïc Wacquant, explains 
that the habitus operates beneath the level of consciousness and discourse. The impact of 
the subconscious habitus goes unnoticed by the individual in their daily interaction. For 
example, parents who limit their children’s outdoor play may not necessarily recognise why 
they do so.  
Bourdieu argues that the habitus is shaped by class and that class-based habitus create a 
series of tendencies, which situate people with similar backgrounds and lifestyles, in close 
proximity. It is the habitus which creates preferences for cultural aspects such as furniture 
or food i.e. aspects of culture which unite people. In terms of children’s experience of class, 
Bourdieu argues that through daily interaction with their ‘significant others’ children are 
indirectly influenced by all the objective fields which exist in the parent’s world, such as the 
neighbourhood, the school, the economy. The child’s habitus takes on the particular values, 
gestures, language, and symbols of the socio-economic class into which they were born. In 
this sense, the habitus is the mechanism through which social class is reproduced.  
2.3.4  The ‘Field’ 
From the 1960s to the 1980s, Bourdieu’s ‘concepts of cultural capital, habitus, strategies 
and practices, gave way gradually to increasing concern with fields’ (Swartz, 1997: 118). By 
the early 1990s, Bourdieu claimed that ‘it is the field which is primary and must be the focus 
of research operations’ (Bourdieu and Wacquant, 1992: 107). Bourdieu developed the 
concept of ‘field’ to account for the fact that ‘agents…act in concrete social situations 
governed by a set of objective social relations’ (1992: 6).  
Bourdieu and Wacquant characterise the field as a ‘network’, ‘a configuration of objective 
relations’ and a ‘structured network of social practices’ (1992: 97). The field represents the 
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objective structure in the objective-subjective relationship. The field imposes its own set of 
rules, regulations, and stakes with which actors must negotiate. Individuals become 
socialised to interact with the stakes that are important to them through their habitus. As 
Warde notes, the field operates like a game wherein agents adopt strategies in competition 
with others to gain the stakes. All play the same game. Conduct is always strategic, though 
not consciously so. Warde comments, ‘the boundaries of the field and the definition of who 
populates the field, is a matter of constant struggle’ (2004: 12). Bourdieu describes this as 
‘playing the game’ once you know the rules (Bourdieu, 1984). Field and habitus are 
interdependent. The internalisation of the external structure allows fields to reproduce and 
regulate social action.  
Critically, for this research, Harker et al. note that the ‘class habitus creates meaning which 
allows participants of a social class to ‘know the value’ of certain practices and certain 
objects in a field’ (1990: 123). Class-bound communities share similar fields and they cluster 
together. Society becomes organised around the interactions between fields and their co-
ordinating internal structures. Therefore, families who are exposed to different social 
constructions, norms and values may diverge in terms of how they interact with their 
children and how they govern leisure-time. 
2.3.5  Capital 
According to Bourdieu (1990), the field must be viewed as a competitive market place 
where objective and subjective structures compete. To use Bourdieu’s analogy of the 
‘game’, if the field is an area where people can gain or lose power then forms of capital are 
the tools with which to play the game. Capital operates in four forms: economic capital, 
cultural capital, social capital and symbolic capital.  
Economic Capital 
Bourdieu begins his analysis of capital using Marx’s emphasis on economics, money and 
labour. In analysing the ‘games of society’, he is keenly aware of the importance of profit. 
However, he argues that the concept of capital has much broader potential than its 
characterisation in economic theory. He says, ‘economic theory has allowed to be foisted 
upon it in a definition of the economy of practices which is the historical invention of 
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capitalism’ (1986: 46). Bourdieu wished to broaden this characterisation and identify the 
processes through which one form of capital can transform itself into three other major 
forms of capital, specifically; cultural capital, social capital and symbolic capital.  
Cultural Capital  
Bourdieu defined cultural capital as ‘knowledge, skills and other cultural acquisitions, as 
exemplified by educational or technical qualifications’ (1991:14). He claims that ‘cultural 
capital can be acquired, to a varying extent, depending on the period, the society, and the 
social class, in the absence of any deliberate inculcation, and therefore quite unconsciously’ 
(1983: 245). Cultural capital is often acquired during childhood, as the child grows they are 
able to compete in the cultural ‘market place’. In this sense, cultural capital manages to 
combine ‘the prestige of innate property with the merits of acquisition’ (Bourdieu, 1983: 
245).  
Cultural capital can be an intrinsic part of one’s natural habitus, such as one’s language, 
gestures, or movements, which differ by social classes. Those who possess this objective 
cultural capital tend to have been born into affluent families. Finally, cultural capital can be 
gained through external means, most notably through education. It is this institutionalised 
form of capital that allows children, who are not born into affluent families, to acquire 
capital and move upwards on the class trajectory (Bourdieu, 1984).  
Social Capital 
Bourdieu defines social capital as ‘the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which 
are linked to possession of a durable network…of mutual acquaintance or recognition’ 
(1985: 248). That is, social capital is an individual’s ability to secure benefits acquired by 
virtue of membership in social networks. These relationships give people a higher status in 
society, a ‘credential’ that entitles them to credit (Bourdieu, 1983). The concept of social 
capital is intrinsically linked to theories of power and social class. Bourdieu notes, ‘the 
volume of the social capital possessed by a given agent depends on the size of the network 
of connections he can effectively mobilize and on the volume of the capital possessed in his 
own right by each of those to whom he is connected’ (1986: 51). Therefore, social capital 
can enable some individuals to gain advantages over others.  
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Symbolic Capital 
Symbolic capital is transmitted and expressed in the form of honour, prestige or social 
recognition. Symbolic capital exists only in the ‘eyes of others’, as objective differences 
between groups or classes, transformed into symbolic differences and classification that 
make possible symbolic recognition and distinction (Siisiäinen, 2000). For example, Bourdieu 
(1984) argues that social classes for example are divided upon the basis of the unequal 
distribution of cultural and social capital but they are only ‘classes on paper’ unless they are 
transformed into meaningful differences. Bourdieu claims that the people who control the 
relevant capital in their fields are those who possess the power.  
Bourdieu’s identification of four types of capital not only demonstrates how individuals can 
possess power and translate this power into different forms, it also provides a model for 
understanding how inequality is manifested and generates long-lasting class differences in 
society. Thus, Bourdieu’s theoretical framework cannot be applied without being embedded 
in an understanding of class and inequality.  
2.3.6  Bourdieu and Social Constructionism 
In ‘Social Space and Symbolic Power’ (1989), Bourdieu acknowledges the link between his 
concepts of habitus, field, and capital and the broader constructionist paradigm. However, 
he carefully chooses to use the term constructivist rather than constructionist in his 
research. Theoretically, the difference between constructivism and constructionism is slight. 
According to McNamee, ‘at worst, the two [perspectives] are viewed as competing 
orientations; one – constructivism – whose focus is on internal, cognitive processes of 
individuals, the other – social constructionism – whose focus is on discourse or the joint 
(social) activities that transpire between people. At best, the two are viewed as similar 
because of their focus on meaning making processes’ (2004: 37).  
Despite Bourdieu’s resistance to the positioning of his theories within social 
constructionism, I would argue that the habitus is as much constructed internally as it is 
externally, through interaction with peers, discourse, and social institutions. Bourdieu’s 
fundamental principle is that power lies in both practice and structure and that practice and 
structure are mutually defined. While it is true that individuals can negotiate and adapt the 
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external construction internally, the habitus still has its origins in social interaction. 
Therefore, I would argue that despite the constructivist label, Bourdieu’s concepts can be 
successfully integrated into the constructionist paradigm. 
In many ways Bourdieu’s analysis provides us with a better understanding of how external 
values are internalised during socialisation than that offered by Berger and Luckmann.2 
Berger and Luckmann (1966) use socialisation theory to demonstrate how class dispositions 
and cultural heritage are reproduced. Similarly, Bourdieu claims that a child’s socio-
economic disposition (habitus) is a mirror of the class habitus of the child’s parents. 
Bourdieu’s application of the habitus is much more attentive to class-specific forms of 
socialisation than are Berger and Luckmann. Webb draws on Bourdieu’s work: 
If someone who does not possess these kinds of deeply installed knowledge’s 
and dispositions about art wants to exist within the field of art, he is at a 
disadvantage. If the person in question is conscious of his lacking the 
appropriate habitus and aspires to possess such qualities he or she will have to 
work at attaining them and will be likely to be seen by those who already 
possess the artistic habitus as a try hard (2002: 173). 
Bourdieu’s work sheds critical light upon previously undefined processes within the model. 
For example, parallels can be drawn between Bourdieu’s description of the habitus as 
reproducible through action, and Berger and Luckmann’s description of a social construction 
as reproducible through interaction.  
2.3.7    Conclusion 
The social class strand of this chapter has explored the contributions of Pierre Bourdieu to 
the theorisation of social class in Sociology. When applied to this research, the richness of 
Bourdieu’s theory is clear, as it provides a holistic model, which acknowledges the crucial 
interaction between structure and agency.  
                                                             
2 Berger and Luckmann (1966) present socialisation as a process where the child absorbs their 
parents’ narratives as they are unable to recognise that there may be various realities apart from 
that of his parents. The emotionally charged atmosphere and lack of external comparison makes the 
process un-reflexive. The child ‘internalises [his experience in the family] as the world, the only 
existent and only conceivable world’ (1966: 154). This buffered experience of the world is 
internalised as the child’s habitus.  
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2.4.0   The Surveillance Strand 
2.4.1 Introduction 
The surveillance strand of this research draws on theoretical frameworks developed by 
Michel Foucault. In doing so, this strand provides the conceptual bridge between literature 
on surveillance and Bourdieu’s theory of the habitus, all within the paradigm of social 
constructionism. Foucault’s discussion of discourse has strong ties to the social 
constructionist paradigm, while his conceptualisation of power and action resonate with 
Bourdieu’s concept of the habitus and field. Furthermore, Foucault’s unique insight into the 
relationship between discourse, power and surveillance, adds significantly to the theoretical 
understanding of surveillance in this research.  
2.4.2  Michel Foucault’s Sociology of Surveillance 
Early in his studies, Foucault developed an interest in the production and reproduction of 
power. His work addressed how social institutions, structures and/or fields influence 
normative action through his study of the construction of madness (1961; 1973), deviance 
(1977) and sexuality (1977; 1985; 1986) in society. Foucault rejected the location of his work 
within structuralist and postmodernist paradigms, considering himself a historian of sorts. 
Indeed, there are similarities between Foucault’s approach and that of historian Philippe 
Aries (1962) in that he regards history as being driven by political and cultural forces.  
Foucault’s first major work ‘Madness and Civilisation’ (1964 [1961]), addressed the 
construction of madness from the fourteenth to the eighteenth century. He argued that the 
social institutions created discourse, which changed the way madness was perceived in the 
eighteenth century. Foucault developed this notion further in ‘Discipline and Punish’ (1977 
[1975]) when he contrasted different forms of discipline in the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries. Consequently, I would argue that Foucault’s work is located within the social 
constructionist paradigm and provides useful insights into the construction of parental 
surveillance practices in contemporary Ireland.  
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2.4.3  Foucault, Discourse and Constructionism 
For Foucault, discourses are socially and culturally constructed by institutions of power at 
specific epochs. Like Bourdieu (1984), Foucault argues that institutions, which win power 
struggles within the field have the power to produce knowledge. Knowledge is then 
disseminated by these institutions in the form of discourse that regulates the actions of 
individuals. Lyne Wrennall’s (2010) work on child protection provides an insightful example 
of how institutional discourse influences behaviour. She posits, that political, legal, and 
economic institutions have constructed contemporary discourse on child protection that has 
infiltrated the private sphere. Wrennall claims: 
Child Protection [discourse] creates a rationale for imposing surveillance, 
invading intimate space, restricting freedoms and appropriating wealth, in 
the claim that the problem of harm to children is being addressed (2010: 
306).  
I would argue that discourse on parenting has also come to influence and regulate individual 
parent’s behaviour. For instance, the media’s dissemination of psychological knowledge on 
childhood, parenting, and child development via television shows and magazines has 
exposed the public to ‘good parenting practices’ and ‘bad parenting practices’.3  
It is clear that rationales for surveillance can draw on both Apollonian and Dionysian 
constructions of childhood. For instance, Jenks links the form of parenting associated with 
the Dionysian child, with ‘the old European [social] order’ (2005: 66). Thus suggesting that 
the strict control exercised by parents of Dionysian children was born out of the strict 
control over social order generated by discourse in eighteenth century Europe. Jenks’ 
approach demonstrates the way in which Foucault’s culturally and temporally specific 
discourse can influence social action such as parenting.  
2.4.4  Foucault on Surveillance 
One cannot study the surveillance of children’s leisure-time without acknowledgement of 
Foucault’s theoretical contribution to the subject of surveillance. For Foucault (1980) 
                                                             
3 Parenting programmes broadcast in Ireland include; ‘Nanny 911’; ‘House of Tiny Tearaways’; 
‘Supernanny’ and ‘21st Century Child’. Similarly, parenting Magazines available in Ireland include; 
‘Maternity and Infant’ and ‘‘Irish Parent Magazine’, not to mention the parenting supplements 
included in magazines such as, ‘Irish Tatler’; ‘Irish Times Health’ and ‘The Independent Lifestyle’.  
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surveillance developed as a rationalising framework created by powerful institutions. 
Foucault claims that the discourse surrounding the need for surveillance was born out of a 
power struggle between such institutions. For example, Foucault relates the rationalisation 
of surveillance to the transformation of discipline and punishment within criminal justice 
systems. Green notes: 
Foucault (1979) points out that the western prison system, has moved from an 
institution that punishes by inflicting pain through torture and physical abuse, to 
one that appears more humanely aware and sensitive but is in fact more hidden 
and reaches its end through a system of surveillance, supervision, training and 
correction (2002. 100).  
One way in which discourses work to control and regulate behaviour is to provide normal 
and abnormal standards. Foucault notes, ‘central to disciplinary power is the idea of the 
norm, a common standard which operates to individualize the masses through 
differentiating the ‘normal’ from the ‘abnormal’ (1994: 403-4). Those who judge normality 
can be all individuals who interact with the social body, thus making one’s peers the judges 
of their behaviour. Foucault’s ‘dividing practices’ of normal and abnormal discourses 
constructed by institutions of power are useful in understanding how the surveillance of 
children amongst certain affluent groups has become a normative practice, reinforced by 
affluent family and friends.  
2.4.5  Panopticism and the Disciplinary Gaze 
In Discipline and Punish (1977), Foucault analyses the shift from physical to non-physical 
forms of punishment, and the rise of social institutions such as prisons, schools, and mental 
hospitals in the late eighteenth century. He discusses the role of architecture and the 
associated ‘disciplinary gaze’ in the surveillance of abnormally deviant individuals. He 
describes how detained individuals are subjected to various techniques of monitoring or 
surveillance and ultimately control. Foucault’s discussion centres upon Jeremy Bentham’s 
panoptic prison. He notes:  
Bentham laid down the principle that power should be visible and 
unverifiable. Visible: the inmate will constantly have before his eyes the tall 
outline of the central tower from which he is spied upon. Unverifiable: the 
inmate must never know whether he is being looked at, at any one moment; 
but he must be sure that he may always be so (1995: 195). 
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The panoptic design had a central tower from which guards could observe every cell, but 
prisoners could never see if a guard was present in the tower (See Appendix V). As a result, 
Foucault claimed that the panoptic design arranged ‘things so that the surveillance is 
permanent in its effects, even if it is discontinuous in its action… (1995: 201) For Foucault, 
the major consequence of Bentham’s design was the infiltration of power and control into 
the minds of prisoners. The idea of being watched was internalized by the prisoners until 
they began to monitor their own, and each other’s, behaviour. Consequently, power is 
located not in individuals but in bodies, surfaces, lights and ‘gazes’.  
The concept of the ‘gaze’ is important for this research as it is the process through which 
people regulate their own action i.e. when the wider social gaze is turned inward. 
Translated from the French ‘le regard’, the gaze is deﬁned as a way of looking at or 
comprehending the world (Foucault, 1976). For Foucault, the gaze is the process of 
internalising power agendas. It is not something that is directed at an individual It is 
something in which they participate. It becomes a lens through which the individual views 
and modifies their behaviour as they strive to be ‘normal’. Foucault says:  
There is need only for a gaze. Just a gaze. An inspecting gaze, a gaze which 
each individual under its weight will end by interiorising to the point that 
he is his own overseer, each individual thus exercising this surveillance 
over, and against, himself’ (1995: 155). 
The concept of the gaze has been applied by scholars in the context of child research to 
analyse the ways in which parents, children, and peers regulate their own behaviour and 
negotiate the gaze (Blackford, 2004; Smith, 2012). Blackford notes that the gaze provides 
the ultimate objective of motherhood. She says ‘the goal of mothers is to make themselves 
obsolete – to instil self-monitoring practices in children’ (2004: 237). Similarly, panopticism 
has been applied in the context of children’s educational institutions, as the role of schools 
and nurseries in monitoring children’s everyday behaviour and teaching them to monitor 
each other is discussed (Hope, 2005).  
The notion of spatial control over children, in terms of restrictions on indoor and outdoor 
play, can be identified in this research. More important for this study is the internalisation of 
power in the form of discourse; on construction of childhood, risk and expert culture. 
Foucault (1948) labels the internalisation of power the ‘technologies of the self’.  
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2.4.6   Technologies of the Self  
For Foucault there are four ‘technologies’ that influence an individual’s daily conduct. One 
of these technologies, ‘the technologies of the self’, represents the ways in which 
individuals govern their daily behaviour. Foucault claims that technologies of the self ‘permit 
individuals to effect…a certain number of operations on their own bodies and souls, 
thoughts, conduct, and way of being, so as to transform themselves in order to attain a 
certain state of happiness, purity, wisdom, perfection, or immortality’ (1948: 18). In other 
words, technologies of the self are the ways in which individuals regulate their actions in 
line with acceptable social norms. Vaz and Bruno (2003) call these actions ‘self-surveillance’.  
Foucault argues that technologies of the self are most effective when individuals become 
‘docile bodies’. He says ‘a body is docile that may be subjected, used, transformed and 
improved’ (Foucault, 1995; 136). The concept of the docile body was born out of Foucault’s 
study of discipline in the nineteenth century. He found that physical punishments, such as 
torture, were replaced by social institutions like prisons. The concept behind the prison was 
that the human subject could be manipulated and coerced into self-regulation. However, 
according to Foucault, the body cannot be a site of manipulation unless it is docile.  
For Foucault, docility is created in three stages. Firstly, the body must be objectified, 
secondly it must be controlled, and thirdly it must be disciplined. Foucault argues that 
panoptic design allows docile bodies to be created through a disciplinary ‘gaze’. Individuals 
who are under a disciplinary gaze feel that they are under constant surveillance, and come 
to accept the systems of surveillance, thus reinforcing power relations. However, the 
concept of docile bodies can also be applied in the context of surveillance and leisure-time. 
For instance, if children become subject to increased surveillance by parents at home, by 
teachers in school, and by instructors in structured activities, then children may begin to 
internalise such a gaze. Once children begin to practice self-surveillance, then they become 
akin to docile bodies.  
The internalisation of the mechanisms of power in the form of the ‘technologies of the self’ 
and the creation of the docile body is the point at which Foucault and Bourdieu intersect 
most notably. Like Bourdieu, Foucault’s work directs us away from theorising in terms of 
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external structures and towards internal processes. Specifically, Foucault states, ‘power 
reaches into the very grain of individuals, touches their bodies, and inserts itself into their 
actions and attitudes, their discourses, learning processes and everyday lives’ (1980: 39). 
That is, power becomes ingrained in the habitus and thus becoming internalised or self-
imposed.  
2.4.7 Conclusion  
This section has presented Foucault’s analysis of surveillance as a process constructed by 
institutions of power in the public sphere. In this research, these institutions of power are 
child protection guidelines and/or the prevailing ‘expert culture’ on parenting. Furthermore, 
this section has presented surveillance as a mechanism of power that can become 
internalised, to the point where individuals being to self-regulate in accordance with the 
norms and values of society. One of the main concerns with the docility required for such 
internalisation is that it extinguishes agency. If children begin to self-regulate their 
behaviour based on the values that their parents have instilled, are they expressing their 
agency or has their agency been limited by their structural environment? The question of 
agency in Sociology is a complex and much debated concept, yet it seems necessary in the 
analysis of child-surveillance.  
2.5.0    The Agency Strand    
2.5.1 Introduction 
In Sociology, the dualism between the individual and society dominates the scholarly 
tradition. Whether it is termed ‘structure and agency’, ‘micro and macro’, or ‘objective and 
subjective’, this dualism is the basis for all sociological analysis. Theories of the social have 
been concerned with the interplay between structure and agency throughout the decades. 
However, it can be argued that the concept of agency has remained so tightly bound to 
structure that theorists merely touched upon the concept of agency  
In the process of conducting this research, the concept of agency became an important 
theoretical consideration. The analysis of agency tells a unique tale about the relationship 
between the parent and child and the child’s power to accept or negotiate contemporary 
surveillance practices. This research also demonstrates the lack of clarity or credence for the 
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concept of agency in Sociology is a real problem when conducting empirical analysis in the 
social field.  
2.5.2   Agency in Sociology  
In contemporary Sociology, the concept of agency is often associated with theoretical 
murkiness. In fact, it has been described as the ‘black box of human agency’ referring to its 
endless associations and undefined parameters (Emirbayer and Mische, 1998). Differing 
Sociological approaches to social life, such as Action Theory, Normative Theory, Pragmatism 
and Phenomenology have contributed and contradicted to multiple constructions of agency 
throughout the decades. For example, in the 1960s and 1970s, the ‘interactionism’ of 
George Herbert Mead (1934), the ‘micro-sociology’ of George Simmel (1971) and the 
‘phenomenology’ of Alfred Schutz (1962) all contributed to changes in the way agency was 
perceived. Consequently, there came into being two conflicting perspectives on social life, 
an interpretive perspective which emphasised ‘the creative production of social life’ and a 
structuralist perspective which focused on ‘the determination of social behaviour by 
systems of social organisation’. 
Attempts have been made since the 1960s and 1970s to unify conflicting perspectives on 
agency in Sociology. Anthony Giddens’ (1984) theory of Structuration responded to the 
neglect of agency in structuralism. Structuration emphasises the ‘internal dialogue’ or 
subjective systems of agents. Giddens defines a person’s agency as their knowledgability of 
the ways and means of doing things, ways and means of interacting. He claims that an 
individual’s knowledgability of structures provides them with the tools to act differently. In 
this sense, Giddens considers human agency to be the possibility of ‘doing otherwise’ in a 
social situation. However, according to Parker, Giddens emphasis ‘on people’s 
knowledgability…tilts the balance of structuration theory towards subjectivism’ (2000: 95), 
thus preventing him from adequately discussing the power of the structure in shaping 
agency. Bourdieu makes a better attempt than Giddens in resolving the dualism between 
structure and agency, although a practical empiricism of agency has yet to be explicitly 
defined.  
It is now acknowledged that agency is a fundamental concept, which has wide-reaching 
significance for both theorists and individuals. Archer asserts, ‘It is part and parcel of daily 
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experience to feel both free and enchained, capable of shaping our own future and yet 
confronted by towering, seemingly impersonal, constraints… in facing up to the problem of 
structure and agency social agents are addressing crucial technical problems in the study of 
society’ (1996: xii).  
2.5.3  Agency and the Sociology of Childhood  
As the Sociology of Childhood developed and progressed, so too has the discussion of 
children’s agency. The shift in children’s agency can be seen most notably in theories of 
socialisation. From Parsonian socialisation theory, which presented children as passive and 
progressing to Goslin’s (1969) concept of the child as teacher,4 sociological approaches to 
the child have evolved. The premise that children are active agents has been compounded 
by many child-researchers since the 1960s (Mayall, 2000; Gittins, 1998; James and Prout, 
1990). In particular, the inclusion of children in research reflects the paradigm shift in the 
conceptualisation of children from passive to active agents in Sociology (Morrow, 2008; 
James, Jenks and Prout, 1998; Lomax, 2012).  
However, according to Lomax (2012), ‘while this reconceptualising of the child is, arguably, 
an important corrective to the historical positioning of children as ‘incompetent, unreliable 
and incomplete’, its replacement with the ‘wise, liberated child’ is similarly troubling’ (2012: 
106). Lomax’s (2012) comment again highlights the undecided nature of children’s abilities, 
capacities, and agency. Despite the many positive progressions in the area of children’s 
agency, it is clear that there is still a way to go. Consensus has not been reached on the 
extent to which children are active agents.  
2.5.4  Agency and Social Constructionism 
According to Emirbayer and Mische (1998), one can only discuss agency if it is understood as 
the interplay between ones conception of past, present and future. In my opinion, 
Emirbayer and Mische’s assertion locates agency within the paradigm of social 
constructionism. They assert that, agency should be considered as a current action which is 
informed by one’s understanding of past constructions and which will actively contribute to 
                                                             
4 David A. Goslin claimed, ‘the socialisation process proves always to be a mutual process’ (1969: 
782). He highlighted the ability of the child to shape his own experience by teaching his parents 
how to respond to him. 
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the reproduction of that past construction. In this sense, agency is the bridging between 
past and future constructions.  
While agency, in and of itself, is not a social construct, it is intrinsically linked to socially 
constructed realities.  For example, children interact with social constructions that are 
produced within a field of which they are not part. Constructions are then buffered by 
parents and presented to children in daily life. Children’s expression of agency is shaped by 
these social constructions with which they interact. The relationship between 
constructionism and agency is relevant because past constructions are buffered through 
parents (Bourdieu, 1984; Berger and Luckmann, 1966). In this research, children have been 
identified as having differing experience of agency based on the social constructions to 
which their parents are exposed. 
2.5.5 Agency and Bourdieu 
Bourdieu made many attempts to integrate agency into his work as his theory intrinsically 
links agency to habitus. However, Bourdieu’s discussion of agency and habitus is quite 
unsatisfactory and, according to Jenkins (2002), he failed in his attempt to bridge structure 
and agency. In my opinion, Bourdieu’s approach to agency adequately addresses the 
capability of the parent in constructing and adapting their dispositions but inadequately 
addresses the capability of the child in negotiating the process of habitus development. 
Furthermore, it would seem that the point at which Bourdieu’s discussion of agency falls 
down is in his emphasis on the durability of the habitus.  
Jenkins (2002) interprets Bourdieu’s argument for the durability of dispositions as resulting 
from the child’s diminished reflexive capacity during primary socialisation. For Bourdieu, 
children do not critically filter the knowledge that they gain during their first interactions 
with their parents. Instead, children internalise the knowledge to which they are exposed in 
everyday practice. Their un-reflexive internalisation makes the habitus an embedded 
structure that is difficult to change. Unlike children, Bourdieu acknowledges the possibility 
for adults to move between fields and habitus. Like Giddens, Bourdieu attributes agency to 
the knowledge they acquire about their social position. Bourdieu claims that if parents 
develop the ability to question their social and cultural origins, they may be able to free 
their movement.  
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I find the level of agency Bourdieu attributes to individuals to be somewhat tokenistic. The 
incorporation of agency into his theory of habitus and field benefits his model significantly, 
as it steers it away from the structural functionalist perspective, thus preventing the habitus 
from being overly deterministic. Therefore, in a bid to retreat from deterministic pitfalls 
Bourdieu allows for the possibility of reflexive consciousness. However, in his theories of 
daily practice Bourdieu awards very little agency to individual actors, claiming that that 
individuals who do free their movement within fields are bound by hysterisis. 
Hysterisis is a condition whereby an individual’s habitus no longer corresponds with their 
field. For example, if a disadvantaged woman married an affluent man, she would lack the 
necessary internal dispositions to interact naturally with affluent fields. She may interact 
with the affluent field but she will always struggle to be accepted by her affluent peers. The 
concept of hysterisis posits that one’s life chances are determined by their field. Therefore, 
depending on one’s habitus, an individual’s actions should be quite regular and predictable, 
rather than open to individual choice and interpretation. Bourdieu’s incorporation of 
hysterisis into his theory of habitus and field seems to undermine whatever agency he 
awards to individuals and exposes his theory of habitus and field to legitimate critique 
(Jenkins, 1992).  
The unresolved nature of Bourdieu’s discussion of agency can also be identified in his work 
on the reproduction of social class. Bourdieu suggests that individuals have agency, 
however, often their own habitus limits their agency and prevents them from recreating 
their social roles through interaction. Bourdieu claims that individuals will assess the risk 
involved in ‘playing the game’ if the stakes are too high they will not play. In order words, if 
a disadvantaged family thinks it impossible to gain enough capital to compete with affluent 
families then they will not try. This raises questions about the distribution of power 
between social classes and the distribution of power between children and families (Devine 
et al., 2005).  
In order to overcome the contradictory nature of Bourdieu’s discussion of agency, I think it 
is necessary to treat micro and macro level experiences separately. I agree with Bourdieu’s 
assertions that at a macro level the class-habitus and field of an individual go a significant 
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distance in determining their life-chances.5 However, I feel that Bourdieu’s emphasis on the 
durability of the habitus fails to acknowledge the agency of each individual on a micro level. 
Bourdieu attributes no agency to children or adults without reflexive capacity. This is 
inadequate for a contemporary analysis of children’s agency.  
2.5.6  Agency and Foucault 
Foucault’s historical analysis of norms and discourses deal little with the interpretations and 
negotiations of individual agents. The very principle underpinning Foucault’s work is that 
power limits agency. For this reason, ‘Foucault’s scheme might be seen as a typical top-
down perspective, viewing agents as merely passive spokesmen for an over-determining 
discourse’ (Fahlander, 2001:17). However, Foucault’s discussion of docile bodies and the 
‘technologies of the self’ come close to a discussion of agency and individual 
understandings.  
The concept of the docile body centres on the premise that individuals internalise the gaze 
of power. The way in which one understands this process has significant implications for 
discussing Foucault’s approach to agency. For example, Lyon (2001) interprets Foucault’s 
panopticism as an external force turned inwards, impinging upon an individual’s agency. Vaz 
and Bruno (2003) challenge this assertion. They suggest that the individual must identify the 
force as his own, he must identify with its values. Vaz and Bruno interpret Foucault’s 
analysis as a subconscious self-surveillance, whereby the individual does not recognise the 
impact of powerful discourses upon their own values. This is potentially much more 
damaging for human agency as individuals do not see the potential for rebellion. Otherwise, 
they say:  
Self-surveillance would be, in fact, experienced as surveillance of an 
internalized, but identified, other upon us. We would wish to live differently 
but we would be unable to do so because society would be a prison at large’ 
(2003: 276). 
                                                             
5 When a parent encounters a field they already possess a habitus. Yet, their habitus is formed in 
response to a field. This is a classic chicken and egg scenario. Bourdieu cannot explicitly claim that 
the field generates the habitus or that the habitus generates the field but rather that they are 
mutually interdependent. 
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I would agree with Vaz and Bruno in asserting that Foucault does not discard human agency 
as a force for change. His major works focus on macro social changes that were brought 
about by collective agency. Foucault says, ‘I believe in the freedom of people. To the same 
situation, people react in very different ways’ (1982: 14). He claims, in every system ‘there 
always remain the possibilities of resistance, disobedience, and oppositional groupings' 
(1982: 245). However, agents do not always possess a conscious awareness of the power 
relations with which they interact. The parent may be unaware of the discourse which 
impacts upon their perspective of childhood, thus preventing them from ‘resisting’. 
2.5.7  Agency in this research 
According to Christensen and Prout, there are four ways of seeing children ‘the child as 
object, the child as subject and the child as social actor and a nascent approach seeing 
children as participants and co-researchers’ (2002: 480). For the purpose of this research, 
the child is seen as a social actor responsible for negotiating his or her own lived 
experiences. However, it is also acknowledged that the child is embedded in a wider context 
(Corsaro, 2005). While children may be able to negotiate certain circumstances within the 
home, they are still very much subject to structural influences. 
A definitive analysis or definition of children and parents’ agency would be an unrealistic 
goal. However, for the purpose of this research agency is understood as the child’s 
capability to negotiate with rules (or norms) in order to achieve a new outcome. There are 
two types of agency at play in this research. Firstly, a child’s agency represents their 
capability to ‘resist’ norms, rules and surveillance practices (Foucault, 1980). I have called 
this ‘oppositional agency’. Secondly, a child’s agency represents their capability to co-
operate with parents’ boundaries. I have called this ‘supportive agency’.  
The degree to which the child’s agency is facilitated by parents and is successful in shaping 
their future experience is based upon a wide range of factors, including structural factors 
and constructionist factors. However, I consider children’s agency to be most effective on a 
micro level within the family or local context (Bauman, 1991). The ways in which children’s 
agency manifests in their negotiation of surveillance will be highlighted in Chapter 6 with 
the aim of contributing to contemporary analyses of children’s agency. 
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2.6.0  Chapter Conclusion 
This chapter has outlined a multi-layered theoretical framework, which addresses each of 
the four strands of exploration in this thesis, constructionism, class, surveillance and agency. 
The theories and concepts outlined in this chapter underpin my cross-class analysis of 
children’s leisure activities in Cork city.  
Beginning with a broad introduction to research on childhood, I have outlined temporally 
and culturally changing perceptions of childhood and the associative experiences of children 
throughout the centuries. Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of the habitus, field, and capital has 
been discussed as compatible with the social constructionist paradigm. Bourdieu’s 
framework reflects the fact that children exist within a broad network of social influences 
and adds to the theoretical richness of this research.  
Following Bourdieu’s model, Foucault’s (1979) sociological analysis of power presents 
surveillance as a method of social control, which is internalised and maintains self-
regulation amongst individuals. When applied to this research, Foucault’s analysis adds to 
our understandings of the processes and possible motivations for surveillance. Finally, 
theorisations of social agency locate this study in the structure-agency debate and presents 
new ways of theorising children’s agency in practice.  
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3.0  Chapter 3: Historical Context and Emergent Social Constructions  
3.0.1  Introduction 
This thesis seeks to bridge a number of research fields while also exploring families’ class-
bound experiences of leisure and surveillance within the Irish cultural and historical context. 
Chapter 3 outlines literature relevant to the Sociology of Childhood, children’s leisure and 
surveillance and to the sub-themes emerging during the course of this research. The 
literature is structured using the four strands of exploration that traverse through this 
thesis. 
3.1.0  Social Constructionism Strand 
3.1.1  Introduction  
As the dominant paradigm underpinning contemporary research on childhood, social 
constructionism is considered critically important in examining Irish childhoods. Rose (1996) 
and Lawler (1999) indicate that ‘truths’ or the taken-for-granted perceptions of childhood 
are often based upon ‘specialist discourses’ emerging from medical and psychological 
professions. In Ireland, experiences of childhood have been shaped by norms deriving from 
national policy, economics, education, and religion. The following sections will contextualise 
this research by outlining differing ‘truths’ about childhood throughout Irish history. Firstly, 
in order to visually detail some of the relevant social changes that occurred in Ireland, over a 
period of almost two hundred years, a comprehensive historical timeline of Irish childhood 
was compiled. This timeline charts the main events that transformed the way the Republic 
of Ireland relates to and perceives its children (see overleaf). 
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3.1.2  Emergent Constructions of Childhood in Ireland (1820-2012) 
 
From the 1820s to the 1950s, children were expected to possess a range of characteristics 
such as agility, concentration, obedience, and watchfulness, many of which are not strongly 
associated with contemporary childhood. The majority of children left school during, or on 
completion of, first level education (Kennedy, 2001). Children tended to work the land as 
soon as they were able. The economic value of their contribution was immensely important 
to the family income. Clear comments, ‘as soon as [the children] could walk or stand still 
[they were] bringing buckets of water from the well, holding out their arms for wool to be 
wound around them, minding the baby while mother worked, or keeping the goose from 
the corn’ (2007: 42).  
The introduction of The Children Act (1908) created a new kind of life for many children, 
particularly those stricken by poverty. Kennedy asserts, ‘under the Act, children could be 
detained by the district courts for being found ‘wandering’, being ‘illegitimate’ or lacking 
‘proper guardianship’’ (2001: 137). Industrial schools and reformatory schools were used as 
a means of detaining children in State Care.  From 1908 to 1930, thousands of children were 
sent to reformatories and industrial schools governed by ecclesiastical orders. When 
national schools in Ireland came under control of the Irish Free State, a new emphasis on 
discipline and surveillance began to emerge. Clear notes, ‘the school bell was the first sign of 
time-orientated activity in rural life…and the relentless supervision, uniformity and almost 
military control of the body would have been common in…schools’ (2007: 50). Strict 
conformity in schools and industrial schools led to the de-personalization of individual 
children.  
Teachers acted in loco parentis thus enjoying the same rights as parents to discipline 
children (Ó Cinnéide and Maguire, 2005b). A spirit of non-interference prevailed within 
Government Departments and society itself accepted a certain level of violence against 
children, particularly when it reinforced and protected the values of society. In many cases 
the Department of Justice concealed crimes against children and questioned the value and 
reliability of children’s statements. Irish children were considered unable to exercise self-
expression or agency and were often criminalized rather than viewed as victims of abuse.  
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Children in care were often reduced to a monetary value. Each institution received a 
government grant for children in their care and the local authorities hired out children who 
were in their care, for work and other services. The monetary value of children was 
concretised by the introduction of a Clergy-led adoption processes. Although not legalised 
until 1952, children born to unwed mothers were often fostered or adopted. Kennedy 
notes, ‘at the highest point of adoption in 1967, when just 1,500 adoption orders were 
made, the number of orders was almost identical with the number of illegitimate births in 
that year’ (2001: 44).  
Industrial and reformatory schools began to close between the 1970s and 1980s. However, 
the extent of the abuse experienced is still being revealed. Recent State inquiries, resulting 
in publication of the Ryan Report (2009), the Murphy Report (2009), the report of the 
Independent Child Death Review Group (2012) and the Report of the Inter-Departmental 
Committee to establish the facts of State involvement with the Magdalen Laundries (2013), 
have uncovered severe neglect and abuse of children in Ireland.  
Pressure on government to prioritise the welfare of children began to increase after the 
onslaught of child abuse cases publicised in the 1990s. Cases, such as the Kilkenny Incest 
Case (1993), the Fr. Brendan Smyth Case (1994) and the Madonna House Inquiry (1999), 
gained huge public attention. Simultaneously, the broadcasting of renowned documentary 
series, States of Fear (1999), and the publication of Fear of the Collar (1991), Suffer the Little 
Children (1999), and Freedom of Angels (1999) exposed the Irish public to a history of 
heinous child abuse perpetrated by figures of authority, clerics and national institutions. In 
1999, the State launched the Commission to Inquire into Child Abuse (2000), which led to a 
significant political re-structuring of child policy.  
3.1.3  Emergent Constructions of Parenting in Ireland  
The construction of childhood in Ireland has been intrinsically linked to historical 
perceptions of motherhood. For decades, women and children existed within the same 
social category as dependants on a male head of household. As such, social changes 
experienced by women throughout the decades permeated into the lives of children and 
shaped perceptions and norms around childhood in Ireland.  
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Motherhood in Ireland  
De Valera’s protectionist strategy moved beyond economics by limiting peoples exposure to 
film, poetry, literature and science. Communities were closely monitored and controlled for 
moral behavior.6 The Republic’s policies were particularly restrictive for women. Article 
41.2.2 of The Constitution of Ireland (1937) defined women’s place as in the home. 
However, without income of their own the only sphere women had control over was the 
private sphere, thus adding to the pressure on women to fulfil their role as mother. In 1935, 
the Irish government banned the importation and sale of contraceptives. Furthermore, 
heavy sentences were imposed on anyone participating in illegal abortion, thus restricting 
women’s right to control their fertility. 
Women who did not abide by social norms were removed from society and sent to 
Magdalen Laundries. Clear notes, ‘[laundries] became places of incarceration for women 
who had had a baby outside of marriage and, even more commonly, for girls who were seen 
to be in ’bad company’ or in danger of ‘falling’’ (2007: 119). The institutionalization and 
condemnation of women severely tarnished the relationship between mother and child. 
Women who became pregnant outside of marriage were so fearful of the repercussions that 
they often risked their lives and the lives of their babies trying to conceal their pregnancy. 
The rate of infanticide rose significantly in mid-1930s.  Smith found, ‘illegitimate children 
were five times more likely to die before their first birthday…than children born to married 
parents (2007. 61).  
After Ireland joined the United Nations in 1955, the International Women’s Movement 
began to slowly take gain greater influence. In 1958, the removal of the marriage ban on 
teachers took a critical step towards inequality for women. Subsequent movements such as 
the Irish Women’s Liberation Movement and the Contraception Action Programme were 
instrumental in helping women to regain control over their fertility. The lifting of the 
marriage ban in 1973 had the single biggest impact upon the lived experience of children as 
many of the women returning to work were mothers. The workforce grew rapidly from 
120,600 in 1987 to 253,300 in 1997 and 483,000 in 2000 (CSO, 2000). Women’s 
                                                             
6 For example, the Censorship of Publications Act (1929), the Illegitimate Children Act (1930), the 
Legitimacy Act (1931), the Registration of Maternity Homes Act (1934) and the Dance Hall Act (1935) 
encouraged the monitoring of the general public. 
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participation in the workforce impacted upon the birth rate, which dropped from 21.4 (per 
1,000 in the population) in 1970s to just 13.5 in 1994, along with the age profile of mothers, 
which rose from from 28 years in 1980 to 31.5 years in 2010 (ESRI, 2012). 
3.1.4  Childhood and Parenthood in 21st Century Ireland 
The twenty-first century saw a new attitude towards childhood in Ireland which positioned 
children as innocent, vulnerable and in need of protection. The construction of childhood as 
vulnerable stemmed from psychologist Jerome Kagan’s (1962) doctrine of infant 
determinism which suggests that children can be emotionally scarred by parents. Ireland’s 
shift in perspective was reflective of the wider global approach to childhood, as Beck and 
Gernsheim note ‘[Kagan’s doctrine] gained ‘enormous impetus in the 1960s [as] new 
advances in the fields of psychology, medicine and education showed how a child’s future 
could be shaped’ (1995: 128/9). The new construction of childhood was made accessible 
through literature and popular media outlets (Rutherford, 2011), and can be seen in Irish 
social policy in the 2000s. 
Beginning with the National Children’s Strategy (NCS) (2000), the government began to 
officially recognise the value of children’s voice. The NCS acknowledges children’s 
capabilities and through a ‘Whole Child Approach’, the strategy notes: 
Recognising the child as an active participant, the ‘whole child’ perspective 
takes as its starting point children’s innate capacities for learning and growth 
which are present at birth and which parents quickly recognise (NCS, 2000: 
10). 
Following the NCS, the Children’s Act (2001) changed the juvenile justice system in Ireland 
by approaching child offenders as ‘special’ citizens with specific needs and treating children 
in a manner appropriate to their age. The Children Act (2001), stated that, ’a child suspected 
of having committed an offence ‘must be treated in a manner appropriate to his/her age 
and understanding and with respect for his/her rights, dignity, vulnerability and special 
needs’ (section 55). In 2002, the Garda Vetting Unit (GVU) was established to perform 
background checks on all those who have access to children. This vetting process was made 
mandatory in 2012. The presence of the GVU highlighted the need for additional child 
protection in Ireland. Also in 2002, a new Ombudsman for Children was awarded the power 
to promote children’s rights and to investigate complaints about services provided to 
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children. In 2003, the National Youth Council of Ireland (NYCI) began organising Dáil na nÓg, 
a collaborative youth parliament aimed at giving children a voice in local government, again 
placing a value on the voice of the child in Ireland. 
Building on earlier advances, the Office of the Minister for Children and Youth Affairs 
(OMCYA) was established in 2011 to consolidate services for children. Following the 
establishment of the OMCYA, a high volume of research, policy and legislation was 
produced and publicised, including the Children First: National Guidance (2011) which 
presented child-protection as a primary responsibility of all adults and highlighted the need 
for the ‘special handling’ of children. These legislative changes culminated in the Children’s 
Referendum (2012), the first constitutional acknowledgment of the importance of the voice 
of the child in Ireland. The referendum states that the government ‘recognises and affirms 
the natural and imprescriptible rights of all children and shall, as far as practicable, by its 
laws protect and vindicate those rights’ (Article 42A.1).  
I do not argue that all legislative changes were unnecessary. I would agree that a greater 
focus on children’s voice is a positive progression. However, I feel that legislative policy has 
been very reactionary. In this sense, I am presenting government policy as what Foucault 
would call a ‘discourse of power’. By ‘discourse’, Foucault meant ‘a group of statements 
which provide a language for talking about – a way of representing the knowledge about a 
particular topic at a particular historical moment…Discourse is about the production of 
knowledge through language (quoted in Hall, 1992: 291). I argue that, in Ireland, ‘discourses 
of power’ inform the way people think and talk about children. 
Evidence suggests that the contemporary construction of children as vulnerable and 
innocent is being internalised by parents. In 2010, Halpenny et al. conducted a study of Irish 
discipline practices. They found that parents were more likely to practice authoritative 
rather than authoritarian parenting practices, thus treating their children with more warmth 
and reasoning than previous generations. Halpenny et al. also note, ‘degrees of parental 
responsibility and pressure on parents were viewed as having increased’ (2010b: 2). 
Perhaps, the new emphasis on child protection and the rights of the child have begun to 
evoke a heightened duty of care from parents. A duty of care which is monitored by agents 
of the State such as public health nurses and social workers, and by citizens who are 
encouraged to report incidences of concern.  
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3.1.5  Conclusion  
The social constructionism strand of this chapter has demonstrated that ‘truths’ or taken-
for-granted perceptions of children and childhood have changed dramatically throughout 
Irish history. During the 19th century, children were involved in work, had an economic value 
in the family and were considered capable. During the 20th century, under the reign of the 
Catholic Church, children maintained an economic value but were de-personalised, 
maltreated and considered expendable appendages to adults. After 2000, after uncovering a 
history of abuse towards children, children’s rights, voice and protection has been placed at 
the forefront of public policy. The discourse created by public policy has begun to 
reverberate with families and parents who now consider their innocent, vulnerable and 
priceless (Zelizer, 1994).  
Understanding contemporary Irish discourse on children is important because it shapes 
parents decisions regarding children’s leisure time and surveillance. As Rutherford notes, a 
construction of childhood as vulnerable and innocent can ‘constrain parent’s decisions 
about how much public independence to allow their children and what kinds of 
responsibilities to expect of them’ (2011:11). In addition, parents may feel pressured into 
adopting more strict surveillance practices in light of the State’s increasing involvement in  
children’s welfare and child-protection guidelines. The impact of the social construction of 
childhood on Irish families’ experiences of surveillance will be explored in more detail in 
Chapters 5 and 6.  
3.2.0  The Surveillance Strand  
3.2.1  Introduction 
Childhood in the Western world has become marked by shrinking freedom of mobility and 
growing adult control and surveillance, particularly since the late-1980s (Gill, 2007). 
Significant changes in children’s play and leisure have been identified in Amsterdam 
(Karsten, 2005), Britain (Valentine and McKendrick, 1997) and America (Elkind, 1997; 
Lareau, 2003). Many arguments have been put forth to explain the changing spatial and 
social experience of childhood, including, pollution, risk, lack of green space and 
individualisation (Bjorklid, 1982; Beck, 1992). Furthermore, new categories of parenthood 
have been associated with the regulation of children’s leisure-time, namely the ‘helicopter-
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parent’ (Cline and Fay, 1990), ‘the snowplough parent’ (Marano, 2008) and the ‘Tiger 
parent’ (Chua, 2011). The following strand will explore relevant literature pertaining to 
contemporary child-surveillance identified in international research.   
3.2.2  The Latchkey Child 
The growing discourse on child surveillance can be traced back to research on ‘latchkey 
children’ in American in the 1970s. The term ‘latchkey child’ was used to describe children 
who are left unsupervised during the day or return home to an empty house after school. It 
is said to originate from World War II when the need for women to work in the war industry 
led to a large number of children being left alone after school. Academic interest in the 
latchkey phenomenon was headed by Woods (1972) and Long and Long (1981), who 
highlighted the negative consequences for children who spent extended periods in self-care.  
Merilyn Woods (1972) found that children who were left to care for themselves during non-
school hours had more academic and social problems than their peers who received adult 
supervision. Galambos and Garbarino found that ‘the frequency of fear reported by children 
who were left all alone was 20 times greater than the frequency of fear reported by children 
who were left with adult caretakers’ (1983: 292). They argued that latchkey children were 
more exposed to risks than children who were supervised. They note: 
Bad feelings (rejection, fear, loneliness), negative behaviours (victimizing 
younger siblings, engaging in destructive behaviour in and outside the home), 
developmental problems (poor school adjustment, negative feelings about 
self and parents), and mistreatment (accidents, sexual abuse) (quoted in 
Burnett Strother, 1984: 293). 
David Elkind (1981) argued that part of the latchkey child’s fear derives from being expected 
to assume too much responsibility too early in life. During the 1970s and 1980s, a number of 
child welfare organizations developed skills programmes to better prepare latchkey children 
for self-care. For example, Camp Fire introduced an ‘I Can Do It’ program to teach self-
reliance and The Boy Scouts created ‘Prepared for Today’ a skills development course 
(Burnett Strother, 1984). These skills programmes were criticised by those wishing to 
eradicate the ‘problem’ of the latchkey child.  
The discourse on latchkey children outlined here, encouraged parents to reflect upon their 
parenting practices and inspired a shift towards a style of parenting centred upon 
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insularity.7 For this reason, the 1990s marked a transition period between the latchkey 
phenomenon and the newly ‘overprotected child’. Studies emphasising the reduction in 
children’s freedoms will be outlined in the following sections. 
3.2.3  The Surveillance of Children’s Independent Mobility 
In Britain, Hillman, Adams and Whitelegg (1990), compared the freedom children were 
given to travel independently in 1971 with that of children in 1990. Their focus was on ‘six 
licenses’8 or freedoms given to children by their parents. Hillman et al. found, that in 1971, 
80% of seven to eight-year-old children were permitted to go to school on their own, by 
1990 this figure had plunged to a mere 9%. They suggested that the ‘personal freedom and 
choice permitted in 1971 to a seven year old are not permitted now until children reach 
about nine’ (1990: 106). According to O’Brien et al. (2000), the number of British primary 
school children walking to school unaccompanied had decreased again in the decade since 
Hillman et al.’s 1990 study.  
Hillman et al. also found an increase in the number of children being accompanied on 
journeys. They found that ‘nearly four times as many children were chauffeured to school in 
1990 as in 1971 (1990: 9). In Denmark, Fotel and Thomsen found similar trends. They note, 
‘the number of children driven by car on school journeys has doubled from 1993-2000 
(2004: 538). Multiple reasons for chauffeuring children have been identified in 
contemporary research. One such reason is that children’s structured activities are often 
located quite a distance from the child’s home, especially for children living in urban 
environments where activities can be scattered all over the city (Fotel and Thomsen, 2004). 
For parents and children alike, the process of chauffeuring has become an intrinsic part of 
the structured activity.  
 
Emerging from the international literature on children’s independent mobility are two new 
geographical childhoods commonly termed the ‘the indoor child’ and the ‘backseat 
                                                             
7 By insular here I mean limiting contact with the outside world by narrowing children’s safe space to 
the home and its close environs.  
8 Hillman et al.’s (1993) six licenses are (1) to cross roads, (2) to use buses (3) go to school on their 
own (4) to go other places on their own (5) to cycle on the public highway, (6) to go out after dark. 
Hillman et al., suggest ‘parental judgements about the degree of maturity and competence required 
by their children to cope safely with the perceived dangers which lie outside the home’ (1990; 6).  
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generation’ (Karsten, 2005). According to Karsten, the indoor child is characterised by ‘a 
decrease in playing outdoors and an increase in adult supervision’, and the backseat 
generation are ‘escorted children whose time–space behaviour is characterized primarily by 
adult-organized children’s activities’ (2005: 275). These new childhoods symbolise 
contemporary children’s limited relationship to their environment.  
In 1978, British architect Colin Ward found that the socio-economic status of a 
neighbourhood played a central role in determining children’s experience of independent 
mobility. Furthermore, Christensen (2003) found, ‘in the village, children had a higher 
degree of independent mobility and were able to explore their locality at an earlier age than 
children in the city. In the city, children were more governed, especially by parents’ (2003: 
25). Therefore, affluent children living in urban areas often experience both ‘indoor child’ 
and ‘backseat generation’ trends most acutely.  
According to Christensen (2003), mobility is important for children as it helps them to 
achieve independence, competence, and maturity. Christensen uses Annie Dillard’s account 
of walking to school in the 1950s as an example of the importance autonomy adds to a 
young person’s sense of identity. Dillard (1987) described, ‘I walked and memorised the 
neighbourhood. I made a mental map and located myself upon it; at night in bed I rehearsed 
the small world’s scheme and set challenges’ (quoted in Christensen, 2003: 13). 
Contemporary children’s lack of independent mobility may negatively influence their ability 
to establish such strong connections and identities with their neighbourhood.  
Children’s experiences of independent mobility in Ireland are comparable to international 
trends. Figures from the Central Statistics Office (CSO) suggest that in 1981, nearly half 
(47%) of all children aged 5 -12 walked to school, 20% travelled by car and only 4% of 
children cycled (Dune and Kelly, 2002). By 2005, most Irish primary school children were 
driven to school (55%), a further 23% walked to school and only 3% cycled (Fahey et al., 
2005: 35). In 2011, 61% of students aged 5-12 years travelled to school by car. Contributing 
to children’s lack of independent mobility is the fact that commuting has become more 
common across Ireland (Corcoran and Pellion, 2006). In 1991, the average journey time by 
car in the Greater Dublin Area was 31 minutes. By 1997, this had increased to 43 minutes - 
reflecting greater congestion and longer journeys (DTO, 2001). Parents have become 
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reluctant to allow their children to walk unaccompanied in public areas which are often 
perceived to be unsafe.   
3.2.4  The Changing Nature of Children’s Play  
Play is a vital process through which children develop their intellectual, physical, creative, 
and social skills. Play can take place in an inactive, solitary, or group situation but it is critical 
that the play be child-directed for children to derive optimum benefit (Gimtrova and 
Gimtrova, 2004). According to Play Ireland, child-directed play promotes the social 
(relationships/roles), physical (co-ordination, strength, fine motor skills), intellectual 
(quantity, concepts -big/little), creative (making things/symbols, imagination) and emotional 
(playing out feelings) development of children. As Adler and Adler note, ‘[children] have to 
plan what to do, decide on a location and time where they will meet and play, set up the 
parameters of how to play, establish rules and roles for participants, and set handicaps to 
ensure equitable and enjoyable play’ (1994: 312). For the purpose of this research, 
unstructured play can be defined as freely chosen, personally directed, intrinsically 
motivated behaviour that actively engages the child (Children’s Play Council, 2000).  
Parents’ increasing involvement in children’s play has led to an increase in what Tovey 
(2007) calls controlled play, that is ‘play which is over-managed and curtailed by cautious 
adults’ (2007: 3). Tovey’s controlled play is closely linked ‘wrapped around play’ i.e. ‘play 
that is shaped and directed by adults, and becomes wrapped around a focused learning 
objective’ (2009: 14). Controlled play and wrapped around play are usually found in a 
school-like environment where the child is directed in their play in order to meet a pre-
determined goal or objective. For the purpose of this research structured play can be 
defined as adult controlled, adult supervised formal activities such as sports, music or dance 
lessons.  
Research on Structure and Unstructured Play 
In America, Adler and Adler claim that, ‘since the early 1970s we have witnessed the broad 
expansion and institutionalization of the adult-controlled afterschool period’ (1994). The 
institutionalisation of the afterschool period represented a move away from latchkey 
children of the 1980s and towards a more adult-led, stimulated childhood. Some large-scale 
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studies have been undertaken to analyse children’s experiences of play across Europe (Adler 
and Adler, 1994; Valentine and McKendrick, 1997; Karsten, 2005).  
In the UK, Valentine and McKendrick (1997) found a shift in the spatial location of children’s 
play, with outdoor play becoming more centred on the home and its immediate environs. 
They found that 95% of parents impose restrictions on their children’s outdoor activities. 
Furthermore, they found that parents were encouraging children to play indoors or to join 
structured activities. However, children from working class areas were more likely to be 
permitted to play outdoors and less likely to be involved in structured play. 
In Amsterdam, Geographer Lia Karsten (2005) compared children’s experiences of play in 
the 1950s with the early 2000s. Her findings reveal a noticeable difference in children’s 
space. She claimed, ‘children [in the 1950s] used the outdoor space of the street for many 
different activities, and urban public space was regularly appropriated for their own games’ 
(2005: 281). These children had the opportunity to play, socialise and get to know their 
environment, without direct intervention from their parents. In contrast, ‘today’s children 
play outside less frequently and for less time, have a far more restricted home range and 
are subject to far more interference from parents’ (2005: 283). Furthermore, structured play 
in the form of organised activities is much more common in 2004. As Elkind notes, ‘the 
amount of time children spend in organised sports has doubled’ over the past twenty-years 
(2007: 9).   
Only a few predominant research projects have collated data pertaining to Irish children’s 
play, namely, Webb et al. (1999), Byrne et al. (2006), and more recently Growing up in 
Ireland (GUI). In line with international trends, these projects have highlighted an increase in 
Irish children’s participation in structured, indoor play. Williams et al. found that ‘75% of 9 
year olds were involved in some organised activity after school’ (2009: 3). According to the 
National Play Policy, ‘increased traffic and real or perceived stranger danger have resulted in 
parents becoming increasingly reluctant to allow children to play unsupervised outside their 
own homes’ (2004: 14). 
Children’s attendance at structured activities is not in itself a negative experience. Skenazy 
describes, ‘in neighbourhoods where it really is too dangerous for kids to hang out at the 
local playground, organised activities are a godsend, keeping kids safe and social, while 
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offering them new interests’ (2009: 128). Similarly, for parents who work, structured 
activities provide adult supervision when parents cannot be present. Children’s participation 
in structured activities can have major beneficial impacts on children’s developmental 
outcomes (Pettit et al., 1997). Such benefits include increased self-esteem and greater 
engagement with the school environment/ethos in a more positive way’ (Williams et al., 
2009: 125). However, the overuse of structured activities as a substitution or compensation 
for unstructured leisure-time can have negative effects on children’s development (see 
section 3.3.8).  
3.2.5  Surveillance Parenting 
Since the 1990s, surveillance practices have been associated with certain styles of parenting 
commonly known as ‘the helicopter parent’ or more recently, ‘the over-protective parent’, 
‘the snowplough parent’ and/or ‘the Tiger Parent’. These styles of parenting centre on 
parental involvement in the regulation and surveillance of children’s lives. In this research 
the term ‘surveillance parenting’ is used to embody the numerous styles of surveillance 
parents who engage in child-surveillance practices. The following sections will provide more 
detail on popular discourse surrounding ‘surveillance-parenting’. 
Styles of Surveillance Parenting 
The first style of surveillance parenting was coined by Foster W. Cline and Jim Fay in 1990. 
Their ‘helicopter parents’ make themselves available to their child at all times and intervene 
on a regular basis in the child’s problems, activities and decision-making. In essence, the 
parent hovers over the child like a helicopter, monitoring their actions and ensuring that 
they make the ‘right’ decisions. Ole Jorgenson, the head of a private school in California, 
created an alternate description of overbearing, over-involved parents, called ‘snowplough 
parents’. According to Jorgensen, snowplough parents ‘let nothing stand in the way of 
[their] child’s success, even though [they] may be robbing them of the opportunity to build 
resilience’ (quoted in Ebner, June 2011). Unlike helicopter parents who hover and swoop, 
snowplough parents ‘clear the path for their kids and push obstacles out of the way’ 
(Marano, 2008: 19).  
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In Britain, snowplough or helicopter parenting is more frequently described as 
‘overprotective parenting’. The Consistent Parenting Advice Forum (UK) defines 
overprotective parents as those ‘who envisage fear in most situations, they want to protect 
their children from harm, from hurt and pain, from unhappiness, bad experiences and 
rejection, from hurt feelings, failure and disappointment’. In the UK, Gill (2007) suggests 
that helicopter parenting can be evidenced in the amount of time parents dedicate to 
supervising their children. ‘According to a 2006 report…the amount [of time parents spend 
looking after their children] has quadrupled in 25 years, from 25 minutes per day in 1975 to 
99 minutes in 2000’ (Gill, 2007: 13).   
In 2011, Amy Chua introduced the term ‘Tiger Parenting’ to describe the traditional strict 
Chinese methods of parenting. She claims, ‘the vast majority of Chinese mothers feel 
‘academic achievement reflects successful parenting,’ and that if children did not excel at 
school then there was ‘a problem’ and parents ‘were not doing their job’ (Chua, 2011: 13). 
The difference between tiger parents and helicopter parents is that Chinese parents tend to 
be reluctant to express positive comments or praise in the belief that the use of praise may 
threaten parental authority and lead to the child’s lack of motivation to improve and 
achieve (Cheah and Li, 2010). Whether termed ‘helicopter parents’, ‘snowplough parents’ 
and/or ‘tiger parents’, the type of parenting practices in question here are similar. They all 
reduce children’s freedoms and increase parents’ responsibilities. 
To Blame or Not to Blame? 
There is a clear divide in how scholars and journalists discuss surveillance parenting. For 
some, helicopter parenting is borne out of care and control for the child, while others adopt 
a more sceptical view, suggesting more strategic motivations for surveillance. The debate 
has been fleshed out in the media with headlines such as ‘Children being raised in captivity’ 
(Beckford, 2009) and ‘Helicopter parents have neurotic kids’ (Rettner, 2010).  
Commentators have been particularly critical of parents for over-indulging or controlling 
their children. For example, Jorgenson suggests, ‘when parents continually rescue a child… 
the child realises there is little accountability for her or his actions’ (quoted in Ebner, June 
2011). Similarly, the Consistent Parenting Forum (2011) claims that overprotective parenting 
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gives children the message that they cannot be trusted. In contrast, other scholars highlight 
the good intentions of surveillance parents. Steinberg (2008) and Sterns (2004) defend 
helicopter parents by virtue of the fact that they are present with their children. Dixey 
shows compassion for parents, who she feels are often under pressure to ‘keep their 
children safe in a more hostile public environment [and]…to live up to what is seen as good 
parenting practices’ (1999: 47). Similarly, Caputo notes, ‘one of the most powerful views of 
mothering in North America… is to be a good mother, you must be an intensive one’ (2007: 
178). However, the pressure on parents to monitor children can evoke great stress, anxiety 
and self-sacrifice (Nelson, 2010b; Lareau, 2003).   
In this research, surveillance reflects the relationship between structure and agency, 
whereby parents are influenced by broader social structures but have agency to make 
individual surveillance decisions. Despite the divided approach to surveillance parenting in 
the media and literature, this research attempts to avoid presenting parents as instigators 
of negative over-parenting practices, or the victims of structural norms surrounding 
surveillance.  
3.2.6  Methods of Surveillance 
A number of different surveillance methods have been identified by international research 
(Nelson, 2010; Marano, 2008; Fotel and Thomsen, 2004; Backett-Millburn, 2004). For the 
purpose of this research, I have categorised these surveillance methods into three distinct 
categories. Firstly, Co-operative Surveillance Methods in which parents seek the help of 
children in practicing surveillance. Secondly, Technological Surveillance Methods where 
surveillance is aided by the use of new and upcoming technologies. Thirdly, Concealed 
Surveillance Methods which consist of surveillance practices of which children are unaware. 
The following sections will outline the literature that exists in relation to each distinct 
category of surveillance.  
Co-operative Surveillance Methods 
Marx and Steeves (2010) suggest that surveillance is used by parents to control children’s 
behaviour. However, some surveillance requires co-operation from the child in order to be 
successful. Backett-Millburn and Harden (2004) found that families’ expect children to co-
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operate to some degree with their requests, particularly regarding safety and surveillance. 
Expectations can vary from family to family as parents create safety strategies with which 
children must co-operate. Some safety strategies include, children telling parents where 
they were going and having agreements in case of emergencies (Backett-Millburn and 
Harden 2004). Time-boundaries are another example of co-operative surveillance methods. 
Time-boundaries may include, limiting outdoor play to a set time, setting an afterschool 
curfew, allocating and setting a time to come indoors.  
Co-operative surveillance methods would largely be unsuccessful without children’s 
participation. More importantly, I argue that all co-operative surveillance methods utilised 
by parents, provide children with the opportunity to exercise their agency. Children’s 
awareness of the boundaries and parent’s reliance on children to co-operate awards 
children the opportunity to negotiate with the family’s surveillance strategy. 
Technological Surveillance Methods 
In this research, the category of Technological Surveillance encompasses all surveillance 
practices, which utilise remote devices, technological software and mobile phones. 
According to Fotel and Thomsen (2004) new technologies have made it possible for parents 
to remotely monitor children. New devices include; home drug-testing kits, computerized 
devices that record how erratically a car was driven (Salmon, 1999), baby monitors and GPS 
locators (Crary, 2011).  
American Sociologist, Margaret E. Nelson is one of the leading authors on child-surveillance. 
Nelson categorises technological monitoring devices into three distinct groups, ‘Connection 
Devices’, ‘Constraining Devices’ and ‘Information Devices’. For Nelson, connection devices, 
such as mobile phones, encourage parents and children to keep in contact. Constraining 
devices, such as internet security software, limit children’s exposure to certain activities. 
Finally, information devices, such as baby monitors, provide parents with information about 
the whereabouts and activities of their children. Nelson also found that disadvantaged 
parents favour technological devices more so than affluent parents. In contrast, affluent 
parents are concerned with respecting the child’s privacy and avoid any technological 
monitoring that may break the bond of trust between parent and child. 
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Concealed Surveillance Practices 
Concealed surveillance practices differ from technological surveillance methods in that 
children are unaware of their existence. Concealed surveillance can include, reading a child’s 
diary or text messages, monitoring their phone calls and monitoring their internet use. 
Technological devices are often used to help parent’s practice concealed surveillance or 
effectively ‘spy’9 on their children (Salmon, 1999; Nelson and Garey, 2009). Unfortunately, 
concealed surveillance practices prevent children from participating in and negotiating with 
parents’ boundaries, thereby, adversely affecting their expression of agency. 
The use of concealed and technological monitoring of children has recently been supported 
in the media. In the UK, the Prime Minister’s adviser claimed that ‘children have no right to 
keep their messages private and that parents ought to feel empowered enough to demand 
access to them’.10 The practice of concealed surveillance spurs much debate around 
children’s right to privacy. Salmon (1999) claims that parents are so desperate to know what 
they children are doing that they are generally willing to cast aside concerns about privacy 
but often struggle with the moral implications. 
3.2.7  Why Has Surveillance Increased? 
A number of different theories have been postulated to explain why contemporary parents 
are turning to surveillance as a method of parenting. Furedi (2008), Skenazy (2009) and 
Valentine and McKendrick (1997) argue that parents adopt surveillance due to strong 
cultural influences, such as the increasing ‘expert-culture’, local norms, pressure to succeed 
and in response to a heightened awareness of childhood risk.  
Expert Culture 
Parents often seek comfort from popular culture, which reduces the parenting process to a 
formulaic method of getting results. Television programmes such as ‘Super Nanny’, ‘Nanny 
911’ or ‘The House of Tiny Tearaways’ present viewers with miraculous methods of 
                                                             
9 The term ‘spy’ is used frequently on sites selling surveillance technologies and in the name of the 
websites such as ‘SpyGear4u.com’ and ‘CellSpyNow.com’, which target parents seeking to covertly 
monitor children. 
10 Woods, Judith (2013) ‘Should parents spy on their children's emails and texts? The Telegraph, 22 
January.  
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discipline which apparently work with all children. The parenting advice distributed through 
popular culture fuels the perception that there is a right and wrong way to parent, or that a 
person can be good or bad at raising children. Excessive exposure to parenting advice 
encourages parents to question their natural instincts (Bristow, 2009).Furedi argues that the 
‘expert culture’ can damage a parent’s confidence in their own natural parenting abilities 
and increase parents’ dependency on external advice and monitoring devices. Skenazy 
(2009) posits that surveillance practices are adopted by parents who fail to trust their 
instincts but still want to gain some level of control over their children’s behaviour and 
experiences.  
Peer Pressure and Local Norms 
Interactions between peers play an important role in defining ‘normal’ parenting practices. 
Within local communities or socio-economic classes, parents often experience pressure to 
re-produce local norms. As Rutherford notes, ‘parents worry about being judged by 
neighbours and other parents as falling short on their duty to protect their children’ (2011: 
71). Parents can experience stigmatisation if their parenting practices are not perceived to 
be normative (Valentine and McKendrick 1997). Valentine and McKendrick found that 
mothers admitted to being more restrictive of their children’s mobility than they would like, 
in order to keep within the construction of what it means to be a good mother in their 
neighbourhood. However, Hays notes, ‘mothers cannot… be understood simply as ‘cultural 
dopes who unselfconsciously mimic’ the ideas and child-rearing methods of others’ (1996: 
75). Murphy (2007) found that mother’s reactions to external pressures can differ widely.  
Managing Children’s Success 
Unlike, scholars who discuss the cultural influences which shape surveillance. Marano 
(2008) claims that parents adopt surveillance practices in a conscious manner, often for 
personal gain. She suggests that working parents have begun to apply the skills they have 
acquired in the workplace, to raising their children. She notes, ‘parents have come to 
believe that there is much they can do to design their children…rather than leaving the 
success and achievement of their child to chance’ (2008: 43/45). Montgomery’s (2010) 
study of college freshmen adds to Marano’s argument by suggesting that parents use 
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surveillance to consciously manage their children’s college success. Montgomery college 
students have an increasing amount of contact with their parents, finding that parents 
frequently intervene in the admission process, assignments, grades and they even proof 
read essays prior to submission. Montgomery notes, parents are supervising children in 
order to ‘protect their investment’. Marano and Montgomery seem cynical in their 
approach and I feel their arguments set parents and children against each other, and 
perceive children to be passive in the surveillance process. It is possible that parents are not 
always consciously in pursuit of an end goal but are merely try to manage everyday life in a 
fast-paced world.  
Surveillance as a Form of Control  
Jenks suggests that ‘the way that we control our children reflects…the strategies through 
which we exercise power and constraint in the wider society’ (1996: 69). Modern power is 
panoptic in nature. That is, the child, the individual, and the family are increasingly visible to 
each other and to the rest of society. Concealed surveillance practices and technological 
surveillance practices have become exceedingly common in contemporary society. Marx 
and Steeves assert that ‘once the baby is born, two streams of surveillance tools target the 
young child. Governments continue to exhibit interest in deviations from the norm – 
whether genetic or behavioural – while parents are encouraged to buy surveillance 
technologies to keep the child ‘safe’ (2010: 198). In this sense, surveillance plays to the 
needs of parents’ duty of care while also benefiting neighbourhoods, institutions, and state 
agencies by controlling children’s deviant or misguided behaviour.  
Risk, Threat and Anxiety 
Discourse on risk and risk society has significantly increased since the 1990s (Beck, 1998). 
Risk has always been part of social life. However, many scholars have highlighted new social 
risks and new methods of controlling such risks in contemporary society. Beck suggests, it 
does not matter if we live in a world that is ‘objectively’ more secure than any that has gone 
before’ (1998: 11). Modernity has reshaped the structure of society and in doing so has 
created numerous uncertainties. Stokes notes ‘risk does not adhere to international 
borders’…’dangers have immeasurable longevity’ and ‘it is difficult to attribute 
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accountability towards anyone’ (2009:9). Consequently, risk management is removed from 
the control of the individuals and people do not know whom to trust to eradicate risk. Such 
uncertainty fuels anxiety, which infiltrates numerous aspects of social life, including family 
life.   
Stranger Danger  
Stranger Danger can be defined as, ‘the potential or perceived risk posed by unknown 
people to children’ (CED, 2013). According to Pain (2006), stranger danger is a key concept 
in the education of children on their personal safety in today’s society. Parents, social 
institutions and community agencies have warned against stranger danger for decades. In 
1968, the Order of the Golden Rule published a safety booklet for children, advising on how 
to behave around strangers (see Appendix M). Similarly, ‘Stay Safe’ programmes have been 
integrated into school curricula in Ireland since the 1980s. 
In recent years, parents’ anxiety levels seem to have increased dramatically with regard to 
stranger danger (Furedi, 2008). Rutherford suggests that this heightened anxiety has been 
fuelled by media sensationalism of stranger danger. Some high profile cases in the UK have 
been sensationalised since the 1990s. For example, in 1993, two-year-old Jamie Bulger was 
abducted and murdered in Liverpool by two ten-year-old boys unknown to him. In 2002, 
ten-year-olds, Holly Wells and Jessica Chapman knew their killer, local caretaker, Ian 
Huntley. More recently, three-year-old Madeleine McCann went missing from her holiday 
home in Portugal in 2007. These children have become household names in Ireland, 
alongside that of eleven-year-old Robert Holohan who was found murdered by neighbour 
Wayne O’Donogue.  
Despite these well-known cases, statistics show that risk of stranger danger is still very 
slight. Waiton found that between 1988 and 1999 the number of offenders found guilty of 
child abduction in England and Wales dropped from 26 to 8 (quoted in Furedi 2001). 
Similarly, a Scottish study (1998) found that the incidence of child murder by a stranger 
[was] very low and has shown no change in the past 20 years (quoted in Furedi, 2001). 
Sometimes parents acknowledge that the probability of stranger danger is minor compared 
to other childhood risks such traffic accidents or drug abuse. However, Backett-Millburn and 
Harden suggest that parents use anecdotal evidence and local stories to concretise their 
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fears of stranger danger. Pain (2006), Valentine and McKendrick (1997) and Furedi (2001) all 
note that in the UK in the mid-2000s stranger danger was still cited as the main fear by 
parents. 
3.2.8  Mounting Concern Over Surveillance Trends 
Up to this point, much of the literature outlined and discussed has focused on parents’ 
experiences and decisions about surveillance. However, children’s experiences of 
surveillance parenting trends have also grabbed scholastic and journalistic attention. 
Researchers have highlighted the negative consequences of protective parenting on 
children, focusing particularly on children’s social, emotional and physical development 
(Luthar and Sexton, 2005; Levine, 2008; Larsen and Verma, 1999).  
The Backseat Child 
The term Backseat Child was used by Karsten (2005) to describe children who were 
chauffeured from activity to activity. Political concerns over the growing health problems of 
children have been directly associated with the high frequency of children being 
chauffeured. In 2001, the European Health Initiative indicated that there was a strong 
correlation between sedentary behaviours and the rapidly increasing levels of obesity in 
young children. According to the World Health Organisation (WHO), school-aged children 
need to participate in approximately one hour of physical exercise every day to prevent the 
onset of chronic disease. In Ireland, children are falling short as ‘only one in four nine-year-
olds met this recommended threshold. Boys were more likely than girls to meet it’ (Williams 
et al., 2009: 14). Similar results have been found in America and Britain.  
In response to the high instance of chauffeuring in Ireland, a scheme called ‘Green-Schools 
Travel’ was introduced in 2008. The programme works with over 850 schools throughout 
the country to promote more sustainable travel to school. Between 2008 and 2010, Green-
Schools Travel found that participating schools achieved a 27% reduction in car journeys to 
school through the promotion of WOW days (Walk on Wednesday), COW days (Cycle on 
Wednesdays). In 2013, 32,000 students from ‘Green-Schools’ took part in National WOW 
Day, indicating that the programme has been somewhat successful but there is still plenty of 
room for improvement. 
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 ‘Cotton Wool’ Kids 
The terms ‘cotton wool kid’ and ‘cotton wool culture’ have been used widely in the media to 
describe children who experience reduced risk. Some recent headlines include; 'Cotton wool 
culture' is spoiling all the fun for Britain's children’ (Salvidge, The Telegraph Online, January 
2012); Cotton wool culture' stops children playing’ (The Telegraph Online, September 2012); 
'Cotton wool kids' are not the result of over-protective parents, but lazy ones’ (Poulton, The 
Mail Online, January 2012).  
There has been increasing concern over the negative consequences of ‘cotton wool culture’ 
on children. American psychologist Martin Seligman claims that cotton wool culture is 
cultivating ‘learned helplessness’ amongst children. Similarly, Richard Louv (2005) posits 
that the overprotection of children is denying them crucial exposure to outdoor autonomy. 
He says, ‘our society is teaching young people to avoid direct experience in nature at the 
very time that a growing body of research links our mental, physical, and spiritual health 
directly to our association with nature’ (2005: 35). In this sense, the importance of 
unstructured play and independent mobility has been dismantled by a culture constructed 
around fear. 
Risk is a critical element to child development. If permitted to engage in risky-play children 
can gain great benefits, including fun, enjoyment, thrill, pride and self-confidence (Coster & 
Gleeve, 2008). According to the Children’s Play Council of England, ‘exposure to risk of 
injury, and experiences of actual minor injuries…can have positive effects on children’s 
development’. Children are more likely to develop responsible attitudes toward risk if they 
have experience dealing with risky situations (Barker, 2004). However, as Little and Wyver 
point out ‘risky-play activities are usually those that involve high levels of physical activity, 
and parents are often ambivalent about their children's engagement in such activities’ 
(2008: 37). 
The Indoor Child 
In recent years, both parents and children have shown concern over the decrease in 
children’s outdoor play. In Northern Ireland, Byrne and Kelly found, ‘82% of parents in 
Northern Ireland are worried that the tradition of outdoor play is disappearing in this 
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country’.11 Similarly, the lack of play and recreation facilities emerged as the most 
frequently cited concern of children according to the National Children’s Strategy (2000). In 
response to children’s concerns, efforts have been made by local authorities to prevent any 
further decline in outdoor play. The National Play Policy (2004-2008) outlines eight 
objectives to increase children’s access to outdoor play. However, there is little evidence to 
suggest that NPP strategies have encouraged outdoor play or indeed impacted children’s 
daily experiences of leisure since 2008. While the development of play infrastructure and 
the investment in children’s outdoor space responds to Irish children’s shrinking space, it 
does not address the other factors influencing parents’ decision to supervise or regulate 
their children’s play. In order to enhance children’s experience of unstructured leisure-time, 
I would argue that the NPP needs to consider broader social and cultural influences on 
trends in children’s play.  
The Structured Child 
The significant benefits of unstructured play have been discussed by scholars (Hofferth and 
Sandberg, 2001; Gussin Paley, 2009). They note that unstructured play awards children the 
opportunity for experiential learning, positive social interaction, and a sense of 
connectedness with their locality. Ward (1978) found children to be incredibly flexible and 
inventive when faced with unstructured play. Children commonly adapt their environment 
to suit their own play needs, in urban environments, elements such as telephone poles, 
railway tracks or parking meters can be incorporated into children’s games.  
Children’s increased participation in structured activities has caused concern. While 
structured activities are considered to have positive effects in disadvantaged communities 
(Marsh, 1992; Mahoney & Cairns, 1997; Gerber, 1996), an over-reliance on structured 
activities can have detrimental effects on children’s development (Larson & Verma, 1999; 
Devereaux, 1993). In structured environments, children follow instructions, interact with 
peers in a controlled manner, and are disciplined for misbehaving. Public concern 
surrounding children’s participation in structured play can be seen in media articles, such as 
                                                             
11 Sourced from, Byrne, L. and Kelly, T. (2011) ‘82% of parents in Northern Ireland Worry that the 
Tradition of Outdoor Play is Disappearing’. Digimums Northern Ireland. Available from 
http://digimumsni.com/content/about-digimums. 
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‘Overscheduled Kids: How Too Many Activities Affect Moms and Dads’ (Bindley, 2011), ‘The 
Overbooked Child’ (Elkins, 2003) and ‘Overscheduled kids, anxious parents’ (Levs, 2013).  
In the 1990s, Britain and Northern Ireland introduced ‘Forest Schools’ in a bid to tackle 
children’s declining free play. The underlying principle of the forest school is adapted from 
Scandinavian models, holding that a connection with nature is essential for all children. 
Forest schools allow children to learn in an outdoor setting and are encouraged to explore 
their creativity and imagination, which alleviates pressure to learn academically while also 
providing them with physical activity (Woodland Trust Scotland, 2013; Dillon et al., 2005; 
O’Brien and Murray, 2006; O’Brien and Murray, 2007). In Ireland, the forest school model is 
beginning to be adopted by a handful of playschools. In the Glen Outdoor Early Learning 
Centre, Co. Donegal, preschool children spend nearly 90% of their time outdoors in all 
seasons. Similarly, Little Moo Moo’s Playschool, in Dublin, was established on a farm in 
1999. 
3.2.9  Conclusion  
The surveillance strand of this chapter has outlined a number of international research 
studies, which have identified reductions in children’s freedom of mobility (Valentine & 
McKendrick, 1997), increases in children structured play (Marano, 2008) and identified new 
‘types’ of parenting (Cline and Fay, 1990). These new experiences of childhood have 
awarded parents a greater opportunity to monitor their children. This chapter has 
presented increased surveillance as a socially embedded experience influenced by expert 
culture, local norms and stranger danger, rather than a conscious action with an intended 
end goal. Finally, three original categories (co-operative surveillance, concealed surveillance 
and technological surveillance) were created to classify the different methods of 
surveillance identified by international studies of child-surveillance. These categories are 
critical to the discussion of Irish parents’ surveillance practices in Chapter Five of this 
research.  
3.3.0  The Social Class Strand 
Class is considered a powerful structural force, which shapes the experiences of families in 
Ireland. As Qvortrup claims, ‘no child can evade the impact of economic or spatial forces’ 
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(2000: 79). The return of women to the workforce in Ireland has contributed to the 
polarising of social classes and diverging trends in Irish motherhood. The average size of 
families in Ireland is continuing to decline, with the average number of children per family 
falling from 1.41 in 2006 to 1.38 in 2011 (CSO, 2011). Irish mothers are having children later 
in life, with the average age of mothers increasing from 30.4 in 2002 to 31.7 in 2011, 
particularly in affluent areas. The following sections will explore literature highlighting the 
class differences in parent-child relationships and specifically their decisions pertaining to 
leisure-time.  
3.3.2   Class and Everyday Life 
Social class distinctions can affect the way families perceive, and interact with, social 
institutions and state agencies (Lareau, 2011). According to Anderson (1999), communities 
living in deprivation, experience alienation from mainstream society and mistrust in social 
institutions, such as the police, the justice system, and the government. Anderson notes, 
‘many of those residing in [disadvantaged] communities feel that they are on their 
own…public authorities have seemingly abdicated their responsibilities’ (1999:66). In 
response to this alienation, Anderson claims that disadvantaged communities create their 
own norms or ‘code of the street’. This code is ‘a kind of institutionalized oppositional 
culture, a reaction to a history of prejudice’ (1999:323), which encourages their reliance on 
local forms of power and control. As such, disadvantaged families tend to adopt parenting 
practices, which are locally rather than nationally normative.  
In contrast, affluent parents feel more comfortable interacting with social institutions, 
particularly because their culture and lifestyle is congruent with the culture of such 
institutions (Lee and Bowen, 2006). Research shows that affluent parents tend to be more 
involved in their child’s education than disadvantaged parents, thus benefiting affluent 
children in terms of academic achievement and cultural capital (Barnard, 2004; Jeynes, 2003 
and Feuerstein, 2000). However, although affluent parents may be more comfortable 
interacting with social institutions, this also renders them more vulnerable to influence from 
such institutions. As Rutherford (2011) notes, affluent parents are vulnerable to expert 
advice from state bodies and media outlets, whereas, disadvantaged parents tend to rely 
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more readily upon their ‘dense interpersonal networks’ and less on books, magazines or the 
internet for parenting advice.  
Through ‘expert advice’ and childcare literature, affluent parents become exposed to 
discourses which intimate that a child’s personality, character, skills, and future successes 
are malleable. On this basis, ‘mothers and fathers became intimately linked with the 
development of their children’ (Furedi, 2008: 103). If one accepts that children are shaped 
by parents’ actions, then the fate of the child and the parent becomes tied. Children’s 
successes become parents’ successes and vice versa. Furedi notes, ‘a child’s behaviours, 
skills, intelligence, and character traits serve as testimony to parenting virtues or faults’ 
(2008: 103). Affluent parents’ close relationship to social institutions and disadvantaged 
parents’ alienation, significantly affects the everyday experiences of the family and the 
relationship between parent and child.  
3.3.5 Class and Structured Leisure-Time 
In America, in the mid-1990s, Sociologist Annette Lareau conducted one of the most 
comprehensive studies of children’s structured leisure-time. Lareau’s book ‘Unequal 
Childhoods’ had a seminal influence on this study. Her research conforms to the aspirations 
advocated by the ‘new’ paradigm on child research. She also uses Bourdieu’s theory of 
habitus, field and capital to explore the class differences in children’s structured leisure. The 
following sections will detail Lareau’s findings while supplementing them with findings from 
additional class-based studies. 
Disadvantaged Children’s Leisure-time 
Lareau claims that disadvantaged parents allow their children to grow spontaneously. She 
calls this style of parenting the ‘accomplishment of natural growth’. According to Lareau, 
‘working-class children relaxed more, they watched television. Their ties with their relatives 
formed the centre of their lives; their ties with children in their classroom at school were 
significantly weaker than in the middle class world’ (2000: 168). During their unstructured 
time, disadvantaged children gain valuable interpersonal skills through interaction with their 
relatives and peers but gained little in terms of cultural capital. Anderson (1999) re-iterates 
Lareau’s findings by suggesting that it is the child’s experiences on the street that 
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determines their socio-economic fate in the long term. Disadvantaged children develop a 
sense of constraint and a greater understanding of inequality.   
Affluent Children’s Leisure-Time 
According to Lareau, affluent parents engage in ‘concerted cultivation’, as ‘affluent parents 
deliberately try to stimulate their children’s development and foster their cognitive and 
social skills’ (2003: 5). Parents encourage involvement in activities outside the home. The 
skills and cultural capital gained through such activities elevate some children over others. 
In his book ‘Outliers’ Malcolm Gladwell builds on Lareau’s two parenting styles and 
ultimately concludes that ‘concerted cultivation’ leads to higher rates of success when the 
child gets older. In this sense, the polarity of classes is reinforced through the excessive 
participation in structured leisure-time.  
Structured leisure activities also promote the acquisition of social capital for affluent 
children. Unlike the street, which Karsten (2005) found was the meeting place for children 
of all different backgrounds, structured leisure activities attract children of similar ages, 
genders and social classes. Hillman suggests that even the sporadic location of structured 
activities can promote social sorting. He claims, ‘it is too easy for children only to encounter 
adults similar to their parents if they are ferried to and from school in a car’ (1993: 32). 
According to Anderson (1999), affluent children’s acquisition of social capital (connections 
to social institutions) and cultural capital (superior resources), provide them with a wider 
variety of ways to express themselves and valuing themselves. Affluent children, therefore, 
benefit from participation in structured leisure activities by gaining valuable social and 
cultural capital. 
3.3.4  The Benefits of Class Parenting Practices  
In affluent families, the acute surveillance experienced by children serves a unique purpose 
in maintaining a strong relationship with their parents and in contributing to the family unit. 
Amongst affluent social groups, the often market-led forces of individualisation, 
urbanisation, and globalisation have led to a decrease in networks of support, like family 
and friends. Furthermore, divorce is a very real threat to intimacy (Smart and Neale, 1999). 
According to Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (2002), the solidarity once associated with the 
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nuclear family and the local community is no longer a site of security for affluent families. 
The child has come to symbolise continuity and stability in a society, which is transient. ‘The 
child is the source of the last remaining, irrevocable, interchangeable primary relationship’ 
(Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 2007: 118). Furedi suggests, ‘the validation of the sense of self 
through ones child acquires a new importance …at a time when very few human relations 
can be taken for granted the child appears as a unique emotional partner’ (2008: 116). 
Affluent parents demonstrate their love by working hard, providing for the child and 
following social norms on how to be a ‘good parent’. 
I would argue that the individualised nature of affluent families, their susceptibility to 
‘expert knowledge’ (Rutherford, 2011), the delay of motherhood (CSO, 2011), and the 
perception of the child as the one stable relationship (Beck and Beck-Gernsheim, 1995), 
leads affluent parents to construct their identity around their role as parents. The child 
becomes the centre of affluent parents’ world. Furedi (2008) claims that surveillance 
parenting occurs in response to parent’s fear of losing ‘the defining relationship of their 
identity’ (2008: 120).  
The argument that affluent parents are increasing their surveillance of children for their 
own benefit rather than the benefit of the child ties closely with Beck and Beck-Gernsheim’s 
(2002) discussion of individualised society. They suggest that families affected by 
individualisation live by the principle of ‘duty to oneself’. For affluent parents, the process of 
giving birth and child rearing is grounded in motivations of receiving. They claim that parents 
‘do not pretend to be selfless they too expect a great deal back from their children’ (1995: 
107). Parents can gain from emotional attachments, social capital and unrealised personal 
dreams. Parents feel responsible for giving their child every opportunity, not only for the 
benefit of their child but also for their own indirect benefit. Therefore, affluent parents 
protect their identity and their potential gains by protecting their children.  
In disadvantaged families, the independence awarded to children also serves a unique 
purpose. According to Elijah Anderson (1999), children who live in disadvantaged 
communities grow up with little supervision, they ‘come up hard’. Children’s experience of 
independence benefits their relationship with their community in a number of ways. 
Children gain an intimate awareness of their locality, they ‘become deeply familiar with 
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elements of the neighbourhood – drug dealers, policemen, the local grocer, poor people, 
homeless people’ (Anderson, 1990:6). Furthermore, disadvantaged children play in large 
groups of children from different ethnic backgrounds and ages. These social groups become 
the primary social bonds for disadvantaged children and often remain so into adulthood. 
Boyfriends, cousins, neighbours, and friends have similar experiences and help to reinforce 
a local identity for disadvantaged children. As a result, I would argue that reduced parental 
surveillance in disadvantaged communities awards children the opportunity to absorb social 
norms, develop social bonds, and forge a strong local identity.  
3.3.5  Consequences of Class-based Parenting Practices  
Psychologists Luthar and Sexton (2005) argue that teens from affluent families should be 
considered America’s new ‘at-risk’ group. They experience amongst the highest rates of 
depression, substance abuse, anxiety disorders, and unhappiness of any kind of group in the 
US. According to Melman et al. ‘the greater the amount of time [American] students 
reported participating in activities, the higher their self-reported level of anxiety tended to 
be’ (2007: 18). Honoré claims that ‘children as young as five now suffer from upset 
stomachs, headaches, insomnia, depression and eating disorders brought on by stress’ 
(2004: 218). Levine holds parents responsible for such high rates of anxiety, self-harm, 
depression, and even suicide amongst teens. She claims, ‘it’s hard to develop an authentic 
sense of self when there is constant pressure to adopt a socially facile, highly competitive, 
performance-oriented, unblemished ‘self’ that is promoted by omnipresent adults’ (2008: 
65). For teenagers who do not experience a move from dependence to autonomy, it is 
difficult to solve their own problems, trust their instincts, and/or be content in their skin.  
Disadvantaged children’s contrasting experience of leisure-time can result in a different set 
of positive and negative consequences. For example, disadvantaged children who 
experience unstructured, autonomous play gain many developmental benefits in terms of 
enhancing their motor skills, their social interaction, and their problem solving abilities 
(Prezza et al., 2006: Larsen and Verma, 1999). However, the lack of structure in 
disadvantaged children’s leisure-time and the autonomy awarded to them can sometimes 
lead them to partake in anti-social behaviour, poor educational performance, and even 
criminality (Coalter and Taylor, 2001; Posner and Vandell, 1994).  
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According to Hourigan (2010), disadvantaged children who are under-stimulated in their 
neighbourhoods become involved in anti-social behaviour for the ‘buzz’ associated with 
danger and breaking the law. She says, ‘for children who are bored and in some cases, 
neglected, anti-social behaviour is incredibly exciting and in some cases…this high is 
addictive’.12 The notion that disadvantaged children are ‘pursuers of crime’ ties closely with 
their construction as Dionysian in nature. To combat this problem, some experts encourage 
participation in structure activities, claiming that it can reduce the risk of anti-social 
behaviour, increase educational performance and boost self-esteem amongst children and 
young people, particularly by giving children a positive role model with whom to engage 
(Mahoney and Stattin, 2000; Darling, 2005).  
3.3.6    Conclusion 
The Social Class Strand of this chapter has suggested that affluent children experience more 
structured leisure-time and more surveillance than disadvantaged children of the same age. 
Furthermore, this section outlines the benefits of adopting surveillance or non-surveillance 
behaviour for different class cohorts. I have shown that disadvantaged children’s greater 
freedom of mobility and unstructured play benefits their relationship with their community 
and aids in the development of critical skills needed to deal with local risks. In contrast, 
surveillance parenting ties closely with affluent family values as it arms children with the 
social and cultural capital necessary to compete in professional and global fields and 
protects affluent parent’s identity. 
3.4.0  The Agency Strand 
Andrew Pickering suggests that ‘within different cultures human beings might exhibit 
capacities for action quite different from those we attribute to them’ (1995: 245). This 
statement generates many questions when applied to children’s agency. Do we consider 
children powerful? Do children have more agency than we award them? How do social 
structures impinge on children’s expression of agency? To begin addressing some of these 
questions it is first necessary to consider the quantification of agency for the purpose of this 
research.  
                                                             
12 Source: Hourigan, Niamh (2010) ‘State must wean children off their anti-social addiction’. The 
Independent, 1 November. 
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3.4.1  What is Agency? 
In Sociology, the concept of agency is used to describe a person’s ability to act, either 
against or in tandem with the social structures that impinge on their lives, such as class, 
gender, and ethnicity. Agency is the ability to make choices and take actions that in turn 
affect the person’s lived experience. This research focuses primarily on children’s agentic 
ability to interact with the social structure of the family. The concept of agency has been 
associated with theories of determinism (Baldwin, 1988), free will (Heidegger, 1977) and 
self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977) and has been discussed by a number of disciplines including, 
philosophy (Kernohan, 1989), geography (Gregory, 1981), psychology (Williams, 1994) and 
sociology (Fuchs, 2011, Giddens, 1984).  
The sociological concept of agency, as used in this research, is closely tied to Albert Badura’s 
discussion of self-efficacy. Where agency can be described as a person’s ability to act, self-
efficacy can be described as a person’s perception of their ability to act (Boekaerts, 1991). 
The question of agency is fundamentally about power. According to Giddens (1984), agency 
is not simply about being able to act, but about being able to make a difference. Bandura’s 
social cognitive theory posits that people motivate and guide their actions based partly on 
their beliefs of personal ability. Therefore, their power of action is influenced by their 
perception of their own power. People only exercise their agency when they have a self-
efficacy. In this sense, individuals must be free from constraints which they feel inhibit their 
ability to act. That is, children must feel that they have a voice within the family structure in 
order to exercise their agency.  
In psychology, human agency has been discussed in three ways, as autonomous agency, 
mechanical agency and emergent interactive agency. The focus of this research is solely on 
personal agency, or the agency of the individual. In this sense, I am more interested in the 
empiricism of agency rather its abstraction, particularly as agency represents just one aspect 
of this thesis and is not the primary focus. I do acknowledge, however, that many have 
argued against such an approach. Oswell (2013) for instance suggests that agency should 
always be considered a collective concept and should not be reduced to the agency of 
individual subjects. Oswell suggests that ‘we talk about the actions of a character, about 
their motivations, but not in the sense that we believe that character to be ‘real’. 
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Considering Oswell’s concerns, the agency of individual children discussed in this research 
must be more generally applicable as ‘childhood is a permanent structural form or category 
that never disappears even though its members change continuously (Corsaro, 2005: 3).  
3.4.2  How do Children Express their Agency? 
If one considers agency to be the power to act and in some way make a difference, then 
how does one quantify children’s agency? Some children clearly display capabilities beyond 
our expectations, such as child carers (Becker, 2007) or child labourers (Newman, 2000). 
However, such childhoods are more common in a global context and according to 
Rutherford ‘actions need not transform the world anew in order to entail agency’ (2011: 8). 
The result is less important than the action. So what capabilities do children hold and how 
do they ‘make a difference’? In this research, I think it is important to note that the degree 
to which the child’s agency is successful in shaping their experience, is based upon a wide 
range of factors, including structural factors.  
I acknowledge that children can act independently to their siblings and parents and do so on 
a daily basis. However, I feel that it is unrealistic to suggest that children have unlimited 
agency within the family unit. Acting in contradiction to family rules often holds negative 
consequences for the child. Lasch notes, ‘socialization makes the individual want to do what 
he has to do’ (1977: 4). As a subordinate member of a family unit who is subject to the 
process of socialisation, a child’s agency is subject to interference from parents’ agency. 
Therefore, I would argue that children’s agency is most obvious on a micro level. Children’s 
daily interactions and negotiations with their family can help them to either develop their 
ability or stifle their ability. In essence, I would suggest that children exercise their agency in 
negotiations with their family members.  
Backett-Millburn and Harden (2004) suggest that children exercise their agency by acting 
against the rules or boundaries. They found that children ‘told of secretly watching their 
televisions later than they should; altering their watches to stay out later; and some 
described how they deliberately contested parental expectations that they should be using 
their time in some kind of constructive or purposeful way’ (2004: 441). Similarly, in 
discussing children’s capabilities, Growing up in Ireland (GUI) draw a parallel between 
children’s responsibility and agency. Greene et al., suggest that by the age of 9 years, 
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‘children are typically seen as sensible enough to take on more responsibility both for 
themselves and within the family – perhaps helping with younger siblings or running 
errands’ (2010: 16). Such actions are expressions of children’s agency. Furthermore, 
Williams et al. (2009) claim by the age of nine, Irish children are aware of their ability to act 
and to make a difference. They are able to exercise their agency, not just in the act of 
running errands but in the negotiation of autonomy from their parents.  
Children’s Self-Efficacy 
In order to exercise agency, I contend that children need to have a degree of self-efficacy 
(Bandura, 2000). According to Levine, ‘self-efficacy is the belief that we can successfully 
impact our world’ (2008: 71). How then do children develop self-efficacy and how is this 
quantified? Greene et al. (2010) claim that it is during middle-childhood, from the age of 6 
to 11, that children develop a strong sense of who they are as individuals, independent of 
their parents. Children become confident in their capabilities and often seek to gain 
independence from parents in order to explore their capabilities further. In developing a 
self-concept or a sense of self-efficacy, Growing up in Ireland found that children talked 
about the responsibility and trust they would gain as they got older. They said they will 
‘probably go to the shops on my own’ or ‘will be able to cook on my own’. Other children 
thought they would be allowed to babysit younger siblings’ (Williams et al., 2009). Children 
expect to be more capable as they grow. This is evidence of their self-efficacy.  
3.4.3  Popular Opinion and Children’s Agency  
In 2012, Halpenny et al. found that Irish parents’ child-rearing goals included the 
dissemination of characteristics related to ‘pro-social behaviours’, ‘self-direction’, and 
‘autonomy’. Yet, they also found that only one-third of respondents prioritised including 
children in decision-making with regard to family issues. In popular culture, there seems to 
be a link between the concept of spoiling children and children being granted agency.  
In 2012, Elizabeth Kolbert, suggested that children have been granted ‘unprecedented 
authority’ in homes across the USA. By ‘authority’, Kolbert is speaking of children’s power 
within the family. She says, ‘in many middle-class families, children have one, two, 
sometimes three adults at their beck and call’ (The New Yorker, 2012). More recently, 
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Rachel Lewis wrote an article for the Abu Dhabi National entitled ‘Don’t let Children Rule the 
Roost’ (2013) in which she warns parents against becoming ‘overwhelmed by your child’s 
demands’. Lewis highlights how easy it is for parents to give away their sense of power to 
their children. Similarly, psychologist, Rick Trinkner, suggests that parents need to be careful 
of the power they award to their children. He says, ‘the best approach [to parenting] is to be 
an authoritative parent. This means…children should have a voice, but not a vote’ (Trinkner 
et al., quoted in Mann, 2012). Presenting the child, as seemingly power hungry or 
potentially toxic to parents’ health, is slightly misguided. There is no distinction made 
between children who exercise agency and children who are spoilt. In fact, there is a 
suggestion that they are one in the same. In the longer-term, such advice could limit 
children’s agency.  
3.4.4  Surveillance & Children’s Agency 
The over-involvement of adults in children’s lives has the potential to deprive them of 
necessary autonomy to manage their everyday experiences, including their experience of 
risk. For example, children negotiate with their peers to solve such challenges, thus 
exercising their agency and building confidence in their social skills. However, ‘kids who rely 
on adult intervention to settle peer and sibling disputes do not gain experience managing 
and solving these conflicts on their own’ (Rutherford: 2011: 79). Adults who supervise their 
children’s play often find themselves intervening in disputes over play, or indeed outlining 
rules of play for children thus limiting their daily expressions of agency.  
Interestingly, Leonard found that children's agency or their ability to deal 'cope with risk' 
was linked to their knowledge of risk. She noted, 'many children in North Belfast suggested 
that once they knew what was going on in the locality, they were better able construct 
coping strategies’ (2006: 454/455). Parents who shelter their children from truths about 
risk, facts about media articles or 'sugar coat' possible threats, may be doing children a great 
dis-service by limiting their ability to construct their own coping strategies. 
3.4.5  Conclusion 
This section acknowledges the immense difficulty associated with researching and 
theorising agency in social research. However, the topic of agency is one of the most 
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interesting aspects of child-surveillance research. The intrinsic relationship between agency 
and self-efficacy has been addressed in this section and a working definition of agency has 
been constructed. Finally, the ways in which children express their agency, and the ways in 
which agency can be quantified have been discussed using the works of Backett-millburn 
and Harden (2004), and Rutherford (2011).  
3.4.6  Chapter Conclusion 
Chapter Three has outlined national and international literature which address my four 
strands of exploration. The social constructionism strand demonstrated the differing 
constructions of childhood and parenting from 1820 to 2012. I have suggested that such 
constructions influence the parent-child relationship, the structure of the family unit, and 
perhaps even the decisions parents make about children’s leisure-time.  
The surveillance strand of this chapter explored parents’ decisions surrounding children’s 
leisure. International trends in the reduction of children’s independent mobility and the 
increase in structured activities, chauffeuring and surveillance, have been discussed with the 
aim of pinpointing specific methods of surveillance, to which Irish families’ experiences can 
be compared. The social class strand explored the ways in which families, from different 
socio-economic backgrounds, experience social life. In this research, social class is 
considered a critical structural force, influencing parent’s decision about leisure-time and 
surveillance. This chapter has outlined the works of Lareau (2000) and Anderson (1999) as 
instrumental in shaping the direction of this thesis.  
Finally, the agency strand of this research outlines the many challenges associated with 
research on agency, particularly when focusing on children’s experiences. As a social group 
dependent on adult support, the extent to which children have been awarded agency 
throughout history has fluctuated (Parsons, 1951; James and Prout, 1990). A decision has 
been made to focus on micro interactions in order to ascertain children’s agency in this 
research. The literature outlined in this chapter has been critical in informing the research 
questions, methodology and themes underpinning this research. 
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4.0  Chapter Four:  Methodological Framework 
4.0.1  Introduction 
This thesis aims to map children and parents’ class-based experiences of leisure-time, with a 
particular emphasis on child-surveillance practices. To date, no Irish study has provided in-
depth analysis of families’ experiences of leisure-time and surveillance. Participants in this 
research included children (aged between six and ten years), parents, and community 
members. By gathering data from all three cohorts, this research embraced a ‘whole child 
approach’. According to the National Children’s Strategy (2000), the ‘whole child’ approach 
reflects theoretical developments that conceptualise the child as an active participant in 
family and wider society, thus rendering this research up-to-date in its approach. Having 
three different cohorts presented a number of challenges in relation to access and datasets. 
These challenges will be addressed along with issues of consent, power and confidentiality 
which were all critical to this research.  
This chapter will describe how the cross-class element of this study was achieved by 
recruiting participants from ‘class-bound’ communities in Cork. Blackpool, Ballyphehane, 
Togher, Douglas, Rochestown and Ballincollig were selected as areas of recruitment because 
of the deprivation scores attributed to them by the Haase and Pratschke deprivation index 
(2005; 2008). The area deprivation score was then cross-referenced with a family’s main 
occupation using the CAO Occupation Classification (2002) to find the closest social-class 
position of each participant. Participants were grouped into two cohorts labelled 
‘disadvantaged families’ and ‘affluent families’, as termed by Haase and Pratschke (2008). 
A mixed-method approach was devised in response to the differing needs of cohorts. 
Methods employed include; time-use surveys, questionnaires, structured activity 
timetables, semi-structured interviews and children’s drawings. The data generated by this 
study was gathered between 2010 and 2012 from 52 parents, 9 community members (in 
this research community members were taken to be people who worked with local children 
in the study areas in a full-time or voluntary capacity), and 84 children in Cork city. The bulk 
of the data was gathered from seventeen families who contributed thirty-seven interviews, 
fifteen drawings, sixteen time-use surveys and eleven structured activity schedules for 
qualitative analysis.  
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4.1.0 Preparing for the Field  
4.1.1   Mixed-Method Approach 
A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods was used to access the views of 
different cohorts of parents, children, and community members. The aim of  quantitative 
section of the research was to identify trends in children’s leisure experiences, such as the 
number of children attending structure activities, the mode of transport used by families 
and the childhood-risks parents’ associated with outdoor play. The primary focus of this 
research however was on the qualitative information provided by families. Qualitative 
methods were used to interrogate the underlying motivations and influences behind 
parents’ adoption of surveillance, the types of surveillance commonly used and children’s 
negotiation with surveillance.  
The mixed-method framework adopted in this research was strongly influenced by the 
Growing Up In Ireland (GUI) nine-year-old cohort framework. The appearance and style of 
the quantitative methods, in particular were modelled on those used by GUI as they were 
tried, tested and user friendly. However, a more balanced combination of qualitative and 
quantitative methods was used in this research when compared to GUI.13 A full list of the 
methods used in this study are outlined in Table 2. 
o One-to-one interviews with children 
o One-to-one interviews with parents 
o Child Questionnaires 
o Parent Questionnaires 
o Structured Activity Timetables 
o Time-Use Surveys 
o Children’s Drawings 
o One-to-one interviews with community members 
o Community member questionnaires 
Table 2 – Mixed-Methods 
                                                             
13 GUI nine-year-old cohort used a combination of methods including: School-based questionnaires: 
Teacher on-self; Teacher on-child; Home-based questionnaires: Primary Caregiver Core; Primary 
Caregiver Sensitive-Spouse Core; Child Core; The Drumcondra English and Maths test, Piers-Harris 2 
Test and Time-use and Household Interview.  
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4.1.2  Research Ethics  
Ethical approaches to child-research have changed and developed in tandem with the 
growing volume of child-research projects and are thus subject to critique and 
improvement. The fieldwork for this research adhered to the core ethical principles of the 
UNCRC outlined in Table 3. 
     United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child 
 Article 
2.2   
Appropriate measures will be taken to ensure that the 
child is protected against discrimination 
Article 
3.1  
The best interests of the child shall be a primary 
consideration 
Article 
3.2.  
The child’s well-being and development will be 
protected 
Table 3 - UNCRC Ethical Guidelines 
In the field, my duty of care for the child was of heightened importance. If a child were in a 
dangerous or harmful situation, I was willing to report the situation. Thankfully, no such 
situation arose. I also put considerable effort into reducing power imbalances between 
myself and the children researched, as outlined in Section 4.3.4 on page 111. 
There was a paradoxical relationship between research ethics and research topic. For 
example, the literature in Chapter 3 highlights the negative consequences of surveillance 
practices on children’s development and agency. Yet in order to conform to ethical 
guidelines, increased surveillance was required during the data collection phase. As a 
researcher I felt uneasy about the fact that I was contributing to the surveillance of children 
but I was also bound by my own research constraints. Therefore, the very nature of the 
topic of surveillance threw up complex challenges to which there were no established 
solutions. 
4.1.3  Ethical Approval 
As with all contemporary research involving face-to-face contact with children and families, 
ethical approval was needed from University College Cork’s Ethics Committee. The 
application for ethical approval required the submission of all the research tools intended 
for use (see Table 4).  
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Label Document Appendix 
 
(A) Parent Interview Questions A 
(B) Children Interview Questions (6-8) (8-10) B, C 
(C1) Child Questionnaire E 
(C2) Parent/Guardian Questionnaire D 
(D1) Time-Use Survey F 
(D2) Structured Activity Timetable H 
(D3) Children’s Drawing Worksheet G 
(E2) Information Letter for Youth Group Leaders O 
(F) Parent and Child Consent Form P 
(G) Questionnaire Explanatory Note Q 
(H) Community Member Questionnaire R 
(I) Community Member’s Interview Questions W 
Table 4  - Documents Submitted for Ethical Approval 
Once documents were assessed, the committee provided minor recommendations 
including; creating more consistency with information letters and creating child-friendly 
information letters or leaflets. In 2009, the relevant changes were made, and an additional 
information leaflet (Appendix N) and Information Letter (Appendix Z) were devised to 
ensure maximum comprehension for parents and children. The research was granted ethical 
approval in 2010. The final draft of these documents have been included as appendices A 
through W. With the methods prepared, the next step in the research process was to set 
pre-determined criteria for inclusion so that the most appropriate families could be 
recruited for participation in the field research.  
4.1.4  Criteria for Inclusion 
Providing a cross-class analysis of leisure and surveillance required two definitive criteria for 
inclusion; a minimum and maximum age-range for child participants, taking into 
consideration the level of understanding of the child, and; a robust and verified method of 
identifying and categorising participant’s socio-economic status.  
(1)  Age-Range 
The use of age as criteria for inclusion in child-research is widely debated. Graue and Walsh 
(1998) argue against a ‘universal law’ that seeks to reduce child experience to stages, 
models, or age-ranges. Whereas, Hendricks claims that age is a natural identifier, it is ‘the 
distinguishing criterion for identifying childhood’ (2000:37). In this research, age was the 
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most transparent method of excluding children for the purpose of this research.14 A 
definitive age-range of six to ten years was chosen for this study. Psycho-social development 
theories of Erik Erikson (1968) and Lawrence Kohlberg (1958) were used to inform the age 
at which children would be able to understand and interact with the research process 
construction of final age-range.  
According to Erikson (1968), children aged between six and twelve have broader social 
experiences than younger children. They are more aware of themselves and their social 
contexts. Anderson notes that ‘sometime around age five through eight, the child of a 
decent inner-city family ventures into the street, away from home, out of the view and 
immediate control of his family. Here children begin to develop an identity beyond the 
family’ (1999: 98). These children would be able to discuss topics such as peer relationships, 
media influences, structured activities etc. Yet crucially, Erikson claims that children 
between six and twelves are not yet making the transition to adulthood like older children. 
Thus, children between the ages of roughly six and ten are more dependent on their parents 
and thus more susceptible to boundaries, rules and surveillance practices.  
The decision to exclude children over ten-years-of-age was informed by the development 
model of American psychologist Lawrence Kohlberg (1958).  According to Kohlberg’s model, 
a child in stage two (pre-adolescence) has not yet internalized society's conventions 
regarding what is right or wrong, thus are more influenced by parents’ definition of right 
and wrong. Kohlberg also claimed that children below the age of adolescence are less 
exposed to social conditioning than older children. They are less concerned about being 
compared or judged in relation to their peers. The older the child is the more conscious they 
are about the image of themselves or their family they wish to convey (Scott, 2000). 
Therefore, children above the age of ten were excluded from the recruitment process.  
 (2) Socio-Economic Status 
The provision of a cross-class analysis of children’s leisure in Cork city was one of the 
primary objectives of this study. Hence, a clear and verified criterion for recruiting specific 
                                                             
14 I would admit that my lack of expertise in the area of child psychology and development 
restricted other methods of choosing children, such as individual assessments to determine 
children’s level of understanding.  
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classes was needed. Two complementary measures of social class, namely the Deprivation 
Index of Ireland (Haase and Pratschke, 2008) and the Occupation Classification Scale (CSO, 
2002), were used to recruit and categorise families into affluent or disadvantaged groups.  
The Spatial Articulation of Class 
Haase and Pratschke’s deprivation index as outlined in ‘‘New Measures of Deprivation in the 
Republic of Ireland’ (2008), was chosen as the primary method of selecting class-bound 
communities to study. The index was constructed for four census waves, 1991, 1996, 2002 
and 2006. Scores for each census wave were created by correlating the demographic profile, 
the social class composition and the labour market situation, for each Electoral District 
across the country. Finally, deprivation scores were categorised into ranks of socio-
economic disadvantage, ranging from -50 (most disadvantaged) to +50 (most affluent), see 
Table 5.  
Deprivation Index Score Category of Disadvantage 
Over 30 Extremely Affluent 
20 to 30 Very Affluent 
10 to 20 Affluent 
0 to 10 Marginally above average 
0 to -10 Marginally below average 
-10 to -20 Disadvantaged 
-20 to -30 Very Disadvantaged 
Below -30 Extremely Disadvantaged 
Table 5 - Deprivation Index Scores 
The deprivation index provides a Relative Deprivation index score and an Absolute 
Deprivation index score. The Relative Index Score from the 2006 census was the point of 
reference for this research as it represents the position of one ED relative to others, thus 
making ED scores comparable.  
Cork City – A Case Study 
Critically for this research, Cork’s population can be divided into socio-economically 
distinctive ‘black spots’ (Haase and Pratschke, 2005). In Cork, ‘black spots’ of 
unemployment, lone-parenting, low educational attainment and dis-advantage, tend to be 
clustered on the North side of the city. In contrast, affluent communities have a greater 
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presence in the East and West of the city, south of the river Lee (Edwards and Linehan, 
2005). These clusters of disadvantage and advantage made it easier to select communities 
from which to recruit participants.  Furthermore, as the second largest city in Ireland, with a 
population of 119,230 people, Cork’s average demographical trends largely reflect the 
national average in Ireland (CSO, 2011). The recruitment areas chosen were primarily 
located on the outskirts of Cork city as they have a higher concentration of families and 
young children.15  
Figure 3 clearly illustrates the clustering of ‘very affluent’ (dark blue) and ‘affluent’ (green), 
‘disadvantaged’ (yellow) and ‘very disadvantaged’ (orange) communities around the 
periphery of the city.  
 
Figure 3 – Patterns of Affluence & Disadvantage around Cork City16 
Recruitment Areas  
Six geographical EDs were selected as prime locations for participant recruitment. Three 
EDs, Blackpool, Togher and Ballyphehane were chosen to represent the lower socio-
economic cohort for this research. A further three EDs, Rochestown, Douglas and Ballincollig 
were chosen to represent the affluent socio-economic cohort. Participants were recruited 
from within these six communities and the data they provided was divided into ‘affluent’ 
and ‘disadvantaged’.  
                                                             
15 For instance, in 2002, just under a third of the populations of Knocknaheeny (29.5%), Mayfield 
(30%) and Mahon B (30%) were aged under fifteen compared to 17% in the city centre. 
16 Figure 3 is taken from the All-Island Deprivation Index available on ‘airomaps.nuim’.  
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Electoral District Relative Dep 
Score 2006 
Deprivation Category Average Area 
Score 
Average Dep 
Category 
Ballyphehane A -21.5 Very disadvantaged -17.85 Disadvantaged 
Ballyphehane B -14.2 Disadvantaged 
Blackpool A -20.5 Very Disadvantaged -13.6 Disadvantaged 
Blackpool B -6.7 Below Average 
Togher A -19.1 Disadvantaged -19.65 Disadvantaged 
Togher B -20.2 Very Disadvantaged 
Ballincollig 12.5 Affluent 12.5 Affluent 
Douglas 18.9 Affluent 19.9 Affluent 
Ballinlough A 7.9 Affluent 11.6 Affluent 
Ballinlough B 16.2 Affluent 
Ballinlough C 10.8 Affluent 
Table 6 - Deprivation Scores of Recruitment Areas 
I decided that communities categorised as ‘extremely disadvantaged’ would be excluded 
from this research. The districts of Farrenferris B (-34.2) and Knocknaheeny (-30.1) are areas 
of consistent deprivation. They are subject to countless intervention schemes such as ‘The 
Knocknaheeny Youth Project’, ‘North side Community Enterprises’ and ‘Springboard’. 
Interestingly, no ED in Ireland was categorised as ‘Extremely Affluent’ in 2006. Therefore, 
the selection of three recruitment areas was automatically limited to EDs with a deprivation 
score between between +10 and +30.  
While the deprivation index was an effective way to quickly identify class-bound 
communities, there was no guarantee that all families living within those communities 
experienced the same level of affluence or deprivation. Therefore, it was necessary to cross-
reference deprivation scores with the more family-specific method of defining socio-
economic status. 
The Occupation Classification  
The Central Statistics Office (CSO) uses the Occupation Classification (2002) to determine an 
individual’s employment status and subsequently their social class. According to the CSO, an 
individual’s occupation is ranked based on the level of skill required in their job. This rank is 
then transferred to a social-class scale which ranges from level 1, representing the highest 
social class, to level 7 representing the lowest social class, as follows: 
1. Professional workers 
2. Managerial and technical 
 97 
3. Non-manual 
4. Skilled manual 
5. Semi-skilled 
6. Unskilled 
7. All others gainfully occupied and unknown 
 
In 2002, a total of 227 occupations were listed as an appendix to the Census report (see 
Appendix S). Using these categories, the employment status of the primary earner in each 
participating family was ranked and assigned a social-class category (Table 7).  
Occupation Category Rank No. Social Class 
Bank Clerk 411 Cashiers, bank and counter 
clerks 
3 Non Manual 
Cleaner 958 Cleaners and Domestics 6 Unskilled 
Factory Worker 850 Assemblers and line workers 5 Semi-skilled 
Taxi Driver 874 Taxi/cab drivers chauffeurs & 
couriers 
4 Skilled 
Manual 
Project 
Manager 
199 Other managers  2 Managerial 
Table 7 - Occupation / Class Ranking of Participants 
I was confident that basing a family’s socio-economic status on the combination of 
occupation classification and geographical location, was a robust framework for recruiting 
and categorising appropriate families for this research.  
4.2.0 Initial Fieldwork 
4.2.1   Recruiting Families 
The recruitment process for this research was a long and challenging process. A number of 
different recruitment methods were trialled. Some methods worked with disadvantaged 
families and not affluent families and vice versa. Recruitment was ongoing from mid-2009 
until mid-2010 and the final number of families included in this research was smaller than 
planned due to the challenges faced. 
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#1 Cold Sampling 
In a first attempt to recruit families I designed and distributed flyers and postcards to local 
shopping centres, noticeboards and community halls asking families to volunteer their time. 
This method was wholly unsuccessful as not a single family responded.  
#2 Mediating Gatekeepers 
Unfortunately, because children are seen to inhabit high-risk spaces, gaining access to 
children without going through adult gatekeepers was impossible (Danby and Farrell, 2005; 
Hood et al, 1996; Farrell, 2005). Therefore, my second attempt was to approach 
gatekeepers in community centres, schools and youth clubs who had direct access to 
children and families.  
Sixteen organisations, located in the recruitment areas, were approached for help. 
Gatekeepers were informed about the emphasis of the study and asked if they would help 
me to gain access to parents who may wish to participate in this study. Specifically, I asked if 
they would distribute information letters to parents, who could then contact me directly. 
The majority of organisations agreed to discuss the prospect with their staff and requested a 
call back, but follow-up responses varied.  
Organisation Response Conditions Used  
1. Primary School (A) None - - 
2. Primary School (A) None - - 
3. Primary School (D) Yes no family contact Yes 
4. Pre-School (D) Yes None Yes 
5. Community Centre Blackpool (D) Yes in groups only Yes 
6. Ógra Chorcaí (A/D) Yes - No 
7. Family Centre (D) Yes None Yes 
8. Community Centre Togher (D) Yes  Yes 
9. Community Centre Ballyphehane (D) Yes during club only Yes 
10. Tae Kwon Do Centre (A) Yes No follow through No 
11. CADA (A) None - - 
12. Cork School of Music (A) None - - 
13. Cork Arts Studio (A)   None - - 
14. Crèche (D) Yes  interview staff only Yes 
15. Primary School (D) None - - 
16. Knockaheeny Youth Club (D) Yes  No 
Table 8 - Access to Children for Quantitative Research 
 99 
Table 8 illustrates the varied responses of organisations. It also highlights that, in the end, 
the number of organisations who distributed information letters was just eight. 
Disadvantaged vs. Affluent Response 
Organisations in disadvantaged areas were very responsive. Out of the nine organisations 
that were approached, seven followed through to participation stage. Leaders in the 
community centres in Blackpool and Ballyphehane were extremely helpful. The leaders 
completed community questionnaires, they also allowed me to stay and talk to parents after 
sessions and some gave me additional organisations to contact. Similarly, the school in 
Ballyphehane agreed to send questionnaires home with the children. Teachers reminded 
parents to return the questionnaires and teachers made themselves available to complete 
community member questionnaires. By recruiting through organisations in disadvantaged 
communities I received 63 completed child questionnaires, 23 adult questionnaires and 2 
community questionnaires.  
In stark contrast, recruiting through organisations in affluent communities proved very 
difficult. My attempts to access parents through schools, community centres and youth 
groups failed. Of the six organisations based in affluent communities, none responded 
positively to being involved in this research, even those who initially agreed. The lack of 
response was frustrating. In some cases information about the research was not actually 
passed on to parents or children so it was the gatekeepers themselves who were blocking 
my access.  
I would argue that the poor response rate from affluent community organisations and 
affluent families reflects the central argument of this thesis. Affluent parents and affluent 
gatekeepers are over-protective and untrusting of individuals seeking access to children. 
They monitor and control the interactions of their children and limit their children’s 
exposure to certain experiences. In contrast, disadvantaged organisation and families 
habitus makes them more accessible to social researchers.  
I would also argue that the differing structures of the organisations in disadvantaged and 
affluent areas impacted upon the response rate. For example, the gatekeepers who were 
approached in affluent areas, such as CADA Performing Arts or the Tae Kwon Do centre 
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were responsible for teaching children specific skills and were focused on progress, exams 
and assessments. Skill-based activities are organised by gatekeepers who were often private 
business owners. These individuals were focused on their own goals and were unwilling to 
‘bother’ parents with external matters. 
The class difference in response rates supports the argument that affluent children 
experience more structured and focused leisure-time, and are more insulated by parents 
and teachers. It also demonstrates that gatekeepers were preventing affluent children from 
having the opportunity to have their voice heard in research.  
#3 Snowball Sampling 
As cold sampling and mediating gatekeepers did not help me to recruit affluent families, I 
was forced to try a third method of recruitment. I contacted friends and colleagues 
requesting that they speak to any families they knew that met the criteria. From that point 
on recruitment relied on snowball sampling. Parents introduced me to relatives, children’s 
friends, parents, neighbours, and peers who were interested in participating in the research 
(Vogt, 1999). I also used snowball sampling to recruit disadvantaged families for interview 
but the initial ‘base families’ were not recruited from my personal contacts, rather through 
gatekeepers in community centres and schools. 
While snowball sampling helped me to access the hard-to-reach affluent parents there were 
also a number of potential issues, the most notable being the potential for a selection bias 
(Atkinson and Flint, 2001). That is, if a sample is based on the acquaintances of a small 
number of people then it may not reflect the target population (Griffiths et al., 1993). In an 
attempt to limit selection bias, a maximum of two referrals were taken from each individual 
so as not to over-rely on one group of acquaintances. In total, thirteen of the seventeen 
families interviewed were recruited via the snowball approach.  
The snowball approach to recruitment meant that data was gathered from participants with 
pre-existing relationships. These relationships increased the risk of a social-network 
confidentiality breech. During interviews, participants, most often parents, referred to the 
behaviour of their extended family, peers and neighbours whom they knew were 
participating in the research. Disadvantaged parents in particular were aware of the 
potential for confidentiality breech. They often said, ‘don’t tell her I said that’, and ‘she’d kill 
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me if she knew I was telling you this’. No conversation about other participants was ever 
initiated however base families often felt they should give me ‘background information’ on 
the families I was due to interview. This input was readily discouraged.  
Control over the Research Process 
Half of the organisations who participated in this research brought their own set of terms 
and conditions to the table. For example, questionnaires were not used in the way they 
were designed. One youth centre asked for the questionnaire questions to be called out to 
children in groups of ten, children were asked to number their responses and write them on 
loose sheets of paper to save time. In addition, letters to parents were sometimes taken off 
the front of questionnaires and replaced by hand written notes from the organisation 
therefore removing my contact details and replacing them with the organisations contact 
details. I was unaware that this was done until I collected the questionnaires once they were 
completed.  
Differing terms and conditions resulted in diminished control over the research process. 
Leonard notes, ‘negotiating access through adult gatekeepers involves different sets of 
adults entering into relationships based on bargaining and compromise’ (2009b: 134). There 
is no doubt that the compromises made in the field hindered the data compilation process. 
When collating the data, I had to translate all of information into one format to compare it. 
For example, I had to fill in questionnaires myself using the children’s answers from loose 
sheets of paper to have a question and answer format for comparison. These challenges 
made the process easier for community centres but more tedious for data analysis. 
4.2.2   Recruiting Community Members 
In this research community members were taken to be people who worked with local 
children in the study areas either full-time or in a voluntary capacity. Community members 
were recruited in a similar fashion to families. The community members who were 
interviewed for this study consisted of one primary school teacher, two special needs 
assistants, and one community group leader. All community members were working with 
children in the recruitment areas. They were all female and were aged between 26 and 45. 
Interviews with community members were conducted in order to get feedback on broader 
cultural changes affecting children in Ireland and have been used in a minor capacity in this 
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thesis. A further five community members completed questionnaires. If the responses 
provided by community members had seriously challenged the responses of parents and 
children, I would have revisited the distribution of the community questionnaire. However, 
community members supported the findings from family interviews and questionnaires 
along with providing additional information on child protection issues in practice.  
4.2.3   Gaining Consent  
There is an on-going debate surrounding children’s consent in sociological research, with 
research guidelines varying by country. In the United States, guidelines highlight the need 
for dual consent from both parent and child. In Ireland, ‘parental and/or guardian 
(informed) consent is required for a child to participate in research… but good practice 
requires the child’s agreement to participate’.17 In this research, consent was requested 
from both the parent and the child for all qualitative methods. I felt that gaining the child’s 
consent was not only good practice, but also indicated to parents and children that the 
input of the child was equally as important in this research.  
Ensuring that consent is informed was a challenge. The issue of informed consent is one of 
the most controversial elements of child-research ethics (Sugarman et al., 1999; Felzmann 
et al., 2010). Yet, determining whether a child is adequately informed is largely left to the 
discretion of the researcher. To overcome some of the challenges surrounding informed 
consent, an information leaflet was sent to participating families prior to interviews (see 
appendix N). Parents were asked to explain the research to their children and ask them if 
they wanted to take part. The child and parent then each signed a consent form (see 
Appendix P). When I arrived at the family home, I re-iterated the purpose of the research 
and confirmed that they wanted to participate.  
Having completed the research, I feel that the issue of informed consent warrants more in-
depth discussion with the child and parent. Allowing the parent to introduce the child to the 
research, or indeed allowing a gatekeeper to introduce the parent to the research is not 
ideal. Hill notes that in instances where ‘an adult has given prior approval, it may be hard for 
the child to say no... children may take part reluctantly or contribute in a minimal way’ 
                                                             
17 Source: The Office of the Minister for Children and Youth Affairs - The ‘Guidance for developing 
Ethical Research Projects Involving Children’ (2012: 2)  
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(2005: 71). After witnessing one parent’s embarrassment when her son withdrew from the 
research, I would argue that children consent should be give independent from their parent 
so as to avoid any coercion.  
Two of the children who gave consent declined to answer any questions on the day. One 
child simply wasn’t bothered, the other child got very upset. He was about nine years old 
but he was particularly shy and I could see that he was uncomfortable. His mother tried to 
encourage him but was making him worse. I asked her not to push him, and said that it was 
no problem for him to withdraw. She was very embarrassed as she felt I had travelled for 
the interview. I tried to reassure her as best I could and tried to encourage her not to show 
her disapproval. If the child had changed his mind because of his mother’s encouragement it 
would have been unethical for me to continue with the interview. Yet his mother would 
have been insulted if I refused. Situations like this demonstrate the complex nature of doing 
research with child and families.  
4.2.4  Confidentiality 
As with all social research, participants were informed that all identifying features would be 
removed during the writing process. Each member of the family, including those who were 
mentioned and not interviewed, was given a pseudonym. In addition, all names and 
nicknames were removed from children’s drawings before including them in this research 
(Hill, 2005). Participants were asked to consent to a digital recording of the interview. 
Recordings made analysis more comprehensive but raised issues such as ‘who should have 
copyright and possession of originals?’ (Alderson and Morrow, 2011: 34). Parents were 
informed that all audio recordings would be destroyed upon final submission of this 
research and would not be made available to anyone else. I was not happy to allow parents 
to take ownership of their children’s data as I felt this would be a breach of the children’s 
confidentiality. One affluent parent refused permission to record her child’s interview I took 
notes during the interview instead of recording it. In many ways, her refusal demonstrated 
her heightened consciousness about the protection of her children.  
The line between respecting the parent’s rights and entitlements and honouring the child’s 
confidentiality presented significant challenges during the research that were never fully 
overcome. I found myself in situations where the child’s confidentiality was compromised 
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by gatekeepers (parents) whom I relied upon for access to the children in the first place. In 
particular, the location of interviews within the family home led to a constant risk of third-
party breech of privacy. A third-party breech of privacy is ‘when a household member 
reveals something personal about another’ (Hill, 2005: 75).  
Interviewing children within the home meant that parents were often present during 
children’s interviews. On at least four occasions parents interjected during the child’s 
answer to clarify a point or provide additional information. Parents who were present 
during their child’s interview also tended to refer to their children’s answers during their 
own interview, sometimes disputing their child’s answer and sometimes justifying them. In 
cases when the parent was in the room during the interview, the child sometimes looked to 
their parent for a reaction or for help.  
In other instances, parents would leave the room during the child’s interview but they were 
often in earshot of the interview. I was often unaware of their close proximity until the 
parent referred to a comment the child made during their interview. For some parents, their 
presence was a condition to granting access. As a result, third-party breeches of privacy 
became almost impossible to control because, as a guest in the family home, it was very 
difficult to assert control over the whereabouts of the parents (Mayall, 2000). While, I never 
told a parent what a child said in an interview, parents were often aware. In practice, 
children had little or no confidentiality from their parents. 
4.3.0   Research in the Field 
In total, eighty-four children, fifty-two parents and nine community members participated in 
the study. Table 9 outlines the number of affluent and disadvantaged parents and children 
who participated in each research method.  
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 Interview Quest-
naire 
Time-Use 
Survey 
Drawing Activity 
Time-
Table 
Total 
Items 
Data 
Total # 
People 
# per 
Cohort 
Parents 
(Disadvan.) 
6 23 - - - 29 29 52 
Parents 
(Affluent) 
10 13 - - - 23 23 
Children 
(Disadvan.) 
9 
 
63 7 7 5 91 72 84 
Children 
(Affluent) 
12 
 
- 9 8 6 35 12 
Community 
Members 
4 5 - - - 9 9 9 
Total 41 104 16 15 
 
11 187 145  
Table 9 - Number of Participants Taking Part 
The children who completed interviews also completed Time-Use surveys, Drawings and 
Activity Timetables. That is, 187 items of data were provided by 145 participants. With the 
exception of children’s questionnaires, there was a good balance of responses between 
‘affluent’ and ‘disadvantaged’ participants. The challenges in accessing different class 
cohorts are reflected in the number of questionnaires and interviews completed. No 
affluent organisations agreed to get involved in distributing questionnaires. In contrast, 
organisations in disadvantaged communities helped to distribute questionnaires. I feel that 
the co-operation of community organisations in gaining access to local families had the most 
significant impact upon the results of this research and should be carefully considered by 
any child-researchers into the future.  
4.3.1  Interviews 
This research was primarily a qualitative study and the primary method of qualitative data 
collection was interviews. In each participating family, one parent and at least one child 
aged between six and ten years was interviewed. Overall, seventeen families participated in 
the qualitative aspect of this study and contributed 37 interviews in total. A further four 
community members contributed interviews. In total, 41 interviews were conducted.  
Each interview was semi-structured in nature. Interviews were conducted on a one-to-one 
basis within the home and the interview style was as conversational as possible. Parents 
were interviewed before children as, according to Aldgate and Bradley, establishing a 
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rapport ‘was helped by the fact that most children were in the house while their parents 
were being interviewed…became familiar with the interviewer and saw that the researcher 
was accepted by the parents’ (2004: 73).  
Constructing Questions 
Three unique sets of interview questions were devised. One set of forty-three questions 
were devised for parents (see Appendix A). A further set of twenty questions was designed 
for children aged between six and eight years (Appendix B) and a final set of twenty 
questions was designed for children aged between eight and ten years of age (Appendix C). 
Interview questions were divided based on age because, according to Scott, ‘less structured 
methods of interviewing are more appropriate for younger children. However once children 
have reached the age of seven, it is possible to use semi-structured interviews with children’ 
(2000: 101). All three sets of questions were devised around seven pre-determined themes 
that emerged during the literature review, including: 
1. Biographical information 
2. Mobility  
3. After School Routine 
4. Organised Activities (structured play) 
5. Outdoor Play (unstructured play) 
6. Risk, Fear and Media 
7. Peer Pressure and cultural influence 
 
A number of hypothetical questions were used as ‘hypothetical questions allow young 
children to turn the interview into pretend play, an activity they are more familiar 
with…than interviewing’ (Graue and Walsh, 1998: 115).  For example, children were asked: 
‘if you were approached by a stranger on the street, what would you do?’ In some ways, 
hypothetical questions worked well, particularly when discussing threatening situations as 
in the example above. However, hypothetical questions also gave children an opportunity to 
make up stories or unrealistic answers (see Example 2 on page 116).  
Children were interviewed on their own rather than in pairs despite the fact that some 
researchers encourage group interviews with children (Mayall, 2000; Graue and Walsh, 
1998). It may be true that children are less nervous when interviewed in pairs however, 
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based on previous experience,18 I feel that children interviewed in pairs are more likely to 
mimic the answers of their peers, thereby compromising the data.  
Another set of interview questions was devised for community member interviews. These 
interviews covered themes such as child-protection policies and dealing with parent’s 
surveillance. Questions centred on child safety measures in schools and community centres, 
such as a ‘no-photo’ policy and an ‘open-door’ policy. Interviews with community members 
provided information about the practical aspects of dealing with national child protection 
policies and parent’s surveillance strategies on a day-to-day basis.  
Profile of Interview Participants 
Of the seventeen participating families, six of the families were from disadvantaged 
communities and ten families were from affluent communities. Table 10 illustrates the 
breakdown of research participants by income category and geographical deprivation 
category.  
Parent Job Income Category Area Deprivation 
1 Student Semi-skilled Ballyphehane Transitional 
2 Manager Managerial & technical Rochestown/Passage Affluent 
3 Bank Non-manual Douglas Affluent 
4 Therapist Managerial & technical Rochestown/Passage Affluent 
5 Factory Semi-skilled Blackpool Very Disadvantaged 
6 Cleaner Unskilled Togher Very Disadvantaged 
7 Construction Skilled manual Ballincollig Affluent 
8 Unemployed - Togher Very Disadvantaged 
9 Bank Non-manual Douglas Affluent 
10 Finance Professional workers Rochestown Affluent 
11 Manager Managerial & technical Douglas Affluent 
12 Factory Semi-skilled Ballyphehane Very Disadvantaged 
13 Bank Non-manual Douglas Affluent 
14 None stated - Rochestown Affluent 
15 Bank Non-manual Ballincollig Affluent 
16 None stated - Douglas Affluent 
17 Driver Skilled manual Blackpool Very Disadvantaged 
Table 10 - Profile of Interview Participants 
In line with other studies of this nature,19 93.5% of parents interviewed were mothers.  
(Fifteen out of the sixteen parents interviewed were mothers). This significantly influences 
                                                             
18 For my MA Sociology thesis (2008), I explored the compression of childhood in Ireland. In 
the course of this research, I conducted focus groups with children.  
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the type of data gleaned from interviews as mothers and fathers tend to take on different 
roles in the parenting process. For example, fathers are more likely to embrace a less 
authoritarian parenting style than mothers (Nixon, 2012; Amato & Gilbreth, 1999). The 
weighted emphasis on the mother’s view of children’s leisure and surveillance has been 
considered in the analysis of the data gathered.  
 
Six out of the sixteen mothers interviewed were not in employment at the time of the 
interview, which means they are home with their children during their leisure-time, perhaps 
giving them greater opportunity to perform direct surveillance strategies. There were an 
equal number of stay-at-home mothers from affluent and disadvantaged communities, but 
there was a clear difference in the circumstances surrounding their employment status. For 
example, all of the stay-at-home-mothers in affluent communities were married and had 
decided to take career breaks, with a view to returning to work. In disadvantaged 
communities, the stay-at-home mothers were unmarried and unemployed.  
 
Table 10 (page 107) categorises one parent’s deprivation status as ‘transitional’. Monica is a 
student, married with 3 children. The family lives in the disadvantaged community of 
Ballyphehane. The main difference between Monica and other disadvantaged parents was 
that she had returned to third level education as a mature student. The data analysis 
suggests that Monica’s opinions are more in line with the affluent families than with her 
disadvantaged background. I would argue that the discrepancies in Monica’s data can be 
explained by her participation in higher education. Therefore, I have labelled Monica as 
‘transitional’ because I feel she is on an upwardly mobile class trajectory. On reflection, 
perhaps education should be used in identifying class-based trends in conjunction with 
other methods like employment categories or spatial location. 
Interview Location 
The most common locations for research with children are the school and the home. Given 
the poor response from schools in the earlier phases of the data collection, being granted 
                                                                                                                                                                                             
19 According to Growing up in Ireland (2010), 98% of the self-proclaimed primary care-givers 
participating in the study were mothers. 
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permission to hold interviews within a school would have been unlikely. Furthermore, in 
school situations, children can often interpret research questions as a test with right and 
wrong answers (Mayall 2000; Hill, 2005). To reduce this risk and to accommodate differing 
family circumstance, the home was the most practical location for conducting interviews 
with families.  
I also felt that it was important for children’s interviews to be located in an environment 
where they were comfortable. Scott comments, ‘where the interviews are carried out is 
quite likely to influence the way children respond’ (2000: 103). Not only did I want children 
to feel comfortable discussing sensitive issues such as childhood risk, I wanted children to 
feel they could refuse to answer questions by interviewing them in an environment where 
they could have some control. Conducting interviews in the home had its challenges, 
specifically in relation to confidentiality and privacy as previously mentioned.  
4.3.2  Questionnaires 
Self-completion questionnaires were designed for each cohort participating in this research 
and were completed by 36 parents, 63 disadvantaged children and 5 community members. 
Questionnaires were designed based on the structure and style of those used in Growing up 
in Ireland (2009) and sought to determine larger scale trends relating to child surveillance 
and leisure-time. Questionnaires were distributed and collected by co-operating community 
organisations listed in Table 8 (page 98).  
Parent questionnaires explored parents’ attitudes to childhood risk, surveillance, leisure 
activities, boundaries and their neighbourhood. For example, parents were asked; ‘would 
you ever leave the children with your neighbours?’ or ‘Is there anywhere in the 
neighbourhood where they are not allowed to go?’ Just two of the thirty-six parents who 
completed questionnaires were male. 
A second a questionnaire was prepared for children. The design of child-questionnaire 
required greater attention. According to Scott, ‘researchers have to ensure…that the 
questions are unambiguous’ (2000: 107). The phrasing of children’s questions differed from 
parents’ questions in that they were more direct and used simpler language. For example, 
children were asked ‘Do you ever use the internet?’ and ‘Is there always an adult with you 
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when you use the internet?’ Children’s questionnaires consisted of thirty-four questions 
printed on coloured paper to make them more appealing.  
Finally, a questionnaire was designed for community members. Staff members in 
participating organisations and some of my personal contacts were asked to complete 
community member questionnaires. Community questionnaires focused on elements of 
surveillance such as community vigilance and the presence of children in the neighbourhood 
along with child protection strategies.  
4.3.3  Children’s Activity-Packs 
Activity packs were designed children in line with GUI methods. Activity packs aimed to 
gather additional qualitative data while also encouraging children to become more involved 
in the research process. Activity packs consisted of three worksheets: a drawing worksheet, 
a structured activity timetable and a time-use survey. Only the 21 children who were 
interviewed were given the opportunity to complete these worksheets. The number of 
sheets completed is listed in Table 9 (page 105). 
Drawing Worksheet 
A drawing worksheet (Appendix G) was included in activity packs as a qualitative research 
tool appropriate to young children (Veale, 2005). According to Punch, ‘the use of drawing 
gives children time to think about what they wish to portray. The image can be changed and 
added to, which gives children more control over their form of expression’ (2002: 331). 
Children were asked to draw a picture of their favourite activity. The aim of this method was 
to investigate whether children would tend towards structured or unstructured activities. 
Returned drawing worksheets had pictures of outdoor play, organised activities and group 
play. Children’s pictures of solo and group activities added a new dimension to the data 
analysis.  
Structured Activity Timetable 
The final worksheet included in activity-packs was a ‘structured activity timetable’ (Appendix 
H). Each child was presented with a blank weekly timetable in which they were asked to 
input the times of their structured activities. There was quite a good balance in the class 
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composition of timetables returned, with six affluent children and five disadvantaged 
children returning completed timetables.  
Time- Use Survey 
A time-use survey (Appendix F), modelled on the time-use diary used in GUI, was aimed at 
measuring the amount of time children spend doing various activities, twenty-five activities 
focusing specifically on leisure-time and surveillance were provided. Pre-determined 
activities included ‘attending an unpaid organised activity’, ‘playing in private garden’ and 
‘Playing on the street with neighbours’ and ‘visiting a friend’s house to play’. Therefore, the 
time-use survey aimed to identify how much time children spent indoors or outdoors; 
supervised or unsupervised; one their own or with friends. Children were requested to 
complete the survey for a three-day period. However, the majority of children returned 
incomplete time-use surveys, often filling in activities for just one day. 
4.3.4  Power Imbalance Considerations  
One of the most common concerns with child-research in the field is the power imbalance 
that exists between children and adults (Leonard, 2009; Alderson, 1995; Mayall, 2002). 
Upon completing a literature review, I integrated many suggested methods of tackling this 
power imbalance into the data collection process. However, I feel that these methods were 
sometimes negated by the simple fact that I was introduced to the child by the parent. 
For example, I decided to use the same data collection methods with parents and children 
to demonstrate to children that they were being treated the same in this research. Yet, 
despite the fact that questionnaires and interview questions were designed specifically so 
that children could understand, many parents intervened in children’s completion of 
questionnaires and answering of interview questions. Of course, in these cases parents were 
only trying to help but their actions reinforced the notion that children were not fully 
capable. Not only did this reinforce a power imbalance but it also may have influenced 
children’s answers as the adult-child power relationship creates a situation where children 
are inherently trusting of adults and vulnerable to suggestion (Ceci and Bruck, 1999; Kellogg, 
2012).  
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Another strategy adopted to tackle the power imbalance between parents and children was 
to help children feel comfortable and knowledgeable about the research process. Children 
were given the opportunity to witness how interviews worked as parents were interviewed 
first in most cases. While it was important that the child knew what to expect when it came 
to their turn, I also felt that having children see me interact and chat with their parents 
aligned me the adults of the household. Once parents had formed a friendly relationship 
with me, I believe it was difficult for children not to see me as adult ‘other’. 
The learning derived from the data collection process centres around the impact of 
gatekeepers on power imbalances. Depending upon my interaction with the adult 
gatekeepers in children’s lives, adults could decide to allow or limit children’s interaction 
with the research process. The fact is, for this research to be possible: 
 Adults had to agree for their children to take part 
 Adults had to explain the research process to their children 
 Adults had to complete consent forms 
 Adults had to agree to a time/date that their child could be interviewed 
 Adults had to be home during interviews 
 Adults had to agree for children’s interview to be recorded 
 Adults had to put children’s activity packs in the post 
It was clear where the power lies in child-research and it was not with the child or the 
researcher. Therefore, I would question how any child-research can really reduce the power 
imbalance between adults and children when researchers must gain access to children by 
co-operating with gatekeepers. 
4.4.0    Challenges and Limitations 
4.4.1    Biography of the Researcher  
It is the responsibility of the researcher to become reflexive about their impact on the 
research. For example, Graue and Walsh comment, ‘childhood is…something we all hold 
within us: a set of memories, a collection of ideas’ (1998: 74). A common misconception, 
which can cloud a researcher’s judgement, is the idea that they know what it is like to be a 
child (Punch, 2002). In practice, I never felt that I knew what it was like to be a child. While I 
remember what it was like for me to be a child, I can appreciate that contemporary 
childhood is very different. The children I was interviewing often had experiences, which I 
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could not relate to at all, therefore I was very conscious to rely only on what I was being 
told.  
Assumptions that I did bring to the field related to the results of this research. I had 
assumed that I would find affluent children experiencing more surveillance and 
disadvantaged children less surveillance. These assumptions actually hampered the data 
analysis phase initially because I could not account for certain responses and discrepancies. 
It took some revisions of the data before I began to see trends that contradicted my 
expectations, such as the fact that surveillance was used by both classes but different 
strategies were employed. Similarly, while I had asked questions about children’s 
capabilities, I had not initially expected to find significant differences in children’s agency. 
The data analysis process caused me to reflect and challenge my assumptions many times, 
which ultimately resulted in more rich analysis. However, had I not tried to tackle the 
discrepancies in the data the results of this thesis were at risk of being skewed by my prior 
assumptions. Therefore, I would argue that identifying and reflecting upon ones’ 
assumptions prior to entering the field is vital to the integrity of research.  
While I sought objective standards of measuring social class to recruit participants I feel that 
my middle-class habitus or academic biography may also have impacted upon the data 
collection phase of this research. Families may have answered questions based on their 
perception of what I would find acceptable or based on a power imbalance between us. 
While I tried to lessen the effect of power imbalances during the interview process there 
was little I could do about my own biography. However, I used Goffman’s theory of 
performance to highlight moments in the interview process when I felt parents were 
presenting a particular image of themselves for my benefit.  
My class habitus also affected the data analysis phase. When examining data, I could relate 
to affluent families. I felt that I understood their dilemmas and concerns more so than 
disadvantaged families purely because of my own experiences. I ran the risk of representing 
disadvantaged families data more accurately because of my assumptions about affluent 
families. I was very aware of this fact and I reflected regularly upon my representation of 
families’ information by questioning results and identifying multiple concrete examples of 
each finding. 
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4.4.2   Parent’s Presence 
According to Graue and Walsh, ‘the boundaries of children’s experiences are patrolled by 
adults in a way that makes any researcher-child relationship a strange mix that must be 
reconciled explicitly within the data collection and analysis process’ (1998: 12). The 
presence of parents during interviews affected the data gathered not only in terms of 
children’s actual responses but also in terms of the supplementary information parent’s 
provided about children’s answers. 
When answering questions about breaking the rules or challenging parents’ boundaries, I 
am sure that some children did not tell me the full truth when their parents were present. In 
fact, I felt uncomfortable asking children to answers these questions in the presence of a 
parent. I was concerned that if children were to disclose examples of their negotiations of 
the rules in front of their parents, there was a risk of having parent’s increase surveillance in 
the future. I certainly did not want this research to result in the increased surveillance of 
children. 
There were also times when having parents and children present during each other’s 
interviews meant gathering conflicting information. For example, mothers sometimes 
offered me the ‘truth’ of a situation upon hearing her child’s responses. Similarly, children 
sometimes disputed their parent’s answers in relation to structured activities or peer 
groups. While, the crossover of information was important to understand certain family 
relationships and situations (such as when children were fabricating answers) it also made 
objectivity very difficult when analysing data. When parents and children provided 
conflicting opinions and explanations, I found myself asking, who should I believe? Are they 
both being honest? If answers are ‘true’ for each party, how do I analyse them? How do I 
explain the discrepancy? These questions led to much deeper analysis. For example, 
concepts such as ‘performance’ (Goffman, 1959) were integrated into the data analysis. 
Therefore, having parents present during data collection shaped the data analysis of this 
research.  
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4.4.4  Sample Size  
Unfortunately, despite my best efforts, the organisations that were contacted within 
affluent communities did not respond positively. My affiliation with UCC was outlined and 
the aims and objectives of the thesis were explained. In the case of the schools, youth 
organisation and school of music, my requests were denied. The two questionnaires 
included in Table 10 were completed by children who were known to me however given the 
small numbers these questionnaires were not included in the research. Therefore, no 
affluent children completed questionnaires.  
As a result, comparing the quantitative data of disadvantaged children and parents and 
comparing the quantitative data of affluent and disadvantaged parents was without issue. 
However, comparing the statistical data from disadvantaged and affluent children was 
impossible. The data from questionnaires and interviews had to analysed and presented 
separately. Furthermore, the sample size from the affluent community means that the 
findings and results of this thesis may not reflect the broader trends in Cork or beyond. It 
was very disappointing that a complete dataset was not gathered in this study. However, I 
would suggest that the significant dearth in affluent children’s questionnaires is an 
interesting result in and of itself as it reinforces the main argument of the thesis; that 
affluent children are subject to greater levels of surveillance than disadvantaged children 
and are somewhat overprotected by adult gatekeepers who are worried about risks and 
threats to vulnerable children. 
4.4.4  Interpreting Children’s Unexpected Responses 
On a number of occasions, children fabricated their responses to interview questions. This 
was an element of the research process for which I hadn’t prepared and wasn’t expecting. 
However, Graue and Walsh noted that ‘even fabricated answers can assist the search for 
meaning’ (1998: 120). Therefore, although children’s fictional responses seemed irrelevant 
at the time of the interview, I made an effort not to dismiss their content and context during 
the data analysis. Children’s fictional responses were interpreted as an interesting 
manifestation of their agency. Example one, outlines a child’s fictional response to playing 
games. His mother confirmed that none of the information given was true.  
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Interviewer: Do you play outside with your friends? 
Child: Yes 
Interviewer: Do you make up games to play? 
Child: Yes, we play the blanket game 
Interviewer: Did any of your friends say they didn’t want to play the blanket game? 
Child: No…yeah sometimes 
Interviewer: What happened?  
Child: We had a fight, there was fighting, screaming, pushing, falling, dragging, 
screaming, punching, kicking, and pinching. 
Interviewer: Oh I see, and did you get hurt? 
Child: Nope but there’s a scar on my leg 
Example 1: Child’s Fabricated Answer 
Imaginative answers were common in children’s responses to hypothetical questions. Some 
children simply embellished their answers, whereas others offered unrealistic accounts of 
what might happen if a scenario occurred (see Example 2). The dialogue outlined below 
demonstrates the imagined limitless self-efficacy of one child. Perhaps children’s 
imaginative responses were a way for children to deal with their uneasiness with risk.  
Interviewer: If you were here on your own and Mommy and Daddy weren’t here, what do you 
think would be the scariest thing that might happen? 
Child:  A robber breaking in? 
Interviewer: What would you do if that happened?  
Child:  Get a bat or bottle and hit him in the head.  
Interviewer Oh? 
Child:  Do you see that thing? This… [Sweeping Brush] 
Interviewer: Yes. 
Child:  I’d hit him with that. 
Example 2: Child’s Response to Hypothetical Situation 
Finally, some children found it difficult to elaborate on their ideas or answers, their answers 
were monosyllabic at best. According to Williamson and Butler, limited responses are not 
uncommon in child-research, they say ‘quite how one copes with the ‘dunnos’, ‘all rights’, 
‘not sures’ and ‘Oks’, we dunno’ (1995: 69). In practice, most children started off 
monosyllabic and opened up during the course of the interview. For those who continued 
giving one word answers, there was little I could do to improve the situation.   
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Finally, examples 3 and 4 provide samples of dialogue that could have been incorrectly 
interpreted, thus demonstrating how critical it is to understand what the child means to 
convey during the interview. 
Interviewer: When you come home from school is there anyone else home with you? 
Child:  I dunno 
Interviewer:  Are you ever at home on your own? 
Child:  Sometimes 
Interviewee: Where might Mom or dad be? 
Child: Mom’s probably washing up in the kitchen and [my brother] is normally just    
running around, or watching Mickey Mouse or something.  
Example 3: Child’s Interpretation of a Question 
Interviewer: Do you ever play outside? 
Child:  No because it’s all wet. 
Interviewer: What about during the summer time? 
Child:  Yeah, I always go out every day. Even in the morning. 
Example 4: Child’s Interpretation of a Question 
As children are reliant on adults to interpret their responses, lack of detail or 
misinterpretation could have damaged the quality of the data generated, and unjustly 
represented children’s views. In this research, additional questions were asked during the 
data collection phase to help with interpretation. Subsequently, all feedback provided by 
children, whether fabricated, factual or embellished was included in the analysis in an 
attempt to derive meaning.  
4.5.0  Data Analysis  
This research allowed children to answer in their own words, with their own opinions, and 
to be analysed as such. The combination of different methods and cohorts resulted in a 
large dataset that was difficult to negotiate and present in a comprehensive manner. Much 
time was spent coding, collating and cross-referencing data between 2011 and 2012.  
4.5.1 Theming and Coding 
Three broad themes were used to initially group the data from qualitative interviews, 
namely Children’s leisure-time, Parental Surveillance Practices and Cultural Impacts on 
 118 
Leisure, Surveillance and Parenting. These themes represent external codes derived from 
the literature review and provided the starting point for the data analysis by grouping 
similar and relational data together. Figure 4 below demonstrates how the initial theming 
structure.  
 
Figure 4 - External Coding Structure 
More advanced analysis explored the links between external codes i.e. that ‘parental 
surveillance practices’ also had relationships with cultural factors and children’s activities. 
These secondary relationships were not established until the second phase of coding when 
external themes were re-coded to form a series of internal codes (see figure 5).  
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Figure 5- Internal Coding Structure 
Figure 5 illustrates the progression from external to internal coding in this research. The 
original three themes were divided into sub themes including those that emerged from new 
data. Internal codes proved more fruitful and provided specific contextual information 
about children’s leisure and surveillance in Ireland. Once internal codes were created, they 
were used to ‘code-on’20 by revisiting interview transcripts a number of times. As Paul 
notes: 
All there is to [research] is seeing something noticeable which makes you see 
something you weren’t noticing which makes you see something that isn’t 
even visible (quoted in MacLean, 1976: 92).  
Field notes and biographical information were correlated with interview transcripts to 
produce a clearer picture of family practices. Finally, parent and child transcripts from 
within the same family were compared to each other in order to identify discrepancies 
                                                             
20 To Code-on means to code twice or three times. Once initial codes are identified and 
coded, new codes are applied and re-applied in order to provide a more nuanced and 
verifiable analysis.  
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between the views of children and the views of parents. Coding-on led to the identification 
of inter-related ‘threads’ or new ways of thinking about leisure and surveillance. Some of 
the multiple ways in which the themes inter-connected are outlined in Figure 6. 
 
 
Figure 6 - Interconnected Threads Emerging from Codes 
4.6.0    Conclusion 
This methodological chapter outlined the mixed method approach used in the data 
collection phase of this research. A series of qualitative and quantitative methods, including 
interviews, questionnaires and child activity packs were used to collect 187 items of data 
from parents, children (aged between six and ten) and community members. Six class-
bound communities were chosen from which to recruit participants to get a balance of 
affluent and disadvantaged families to participate in this research. A number of challenges 
were faced when recruiting families, particularly affluent families, for this research. As a 
result, the small sample size means that the findings presented in Chapter 5 are 
representative of the experience of surveillance in Cork City and cannot be accurately 
generalised across Ireland. This chapter detailed the profile of the key qualitative 
participants. Methodological and ethical challenges have been discussed in detail, 
particularly in relation to accessing children.  
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5.0  Chapter Five: Data Analysis  
5.0.1  Introduction 
Underpinned by the theoretical framework and literature review, Chapter 5 provides new 
contemporary insights into the leisure-experience of families in Cork city. This chapter 
outlines the findings of the empirical research conducted with eighty-four children, fifty-two 
parents, and nine community members, who participated in this research. The complexities 
associated with families lived experience of leisure, risk and surveillance will be highlighted. 
Finally, I will demonstrate how discrepancies and contradictions in the data have been 
useful in pinpointing parent’s performances during interviews in the context of making the 
private sphere public. 
Within this chapter, quantitative and qualitative datasets will be presented 
diagrammatically. The figures are clearly marked as qualitative or quantitative data sets. 
They are not combined or compared. Within quantitative figures, the cross-class comparison 
is demonstrated where all purple shades reflect the responses of disadvantaged participants 
and green shades reflect the responses of affluent families. As with previous chapters, the 
data is structured using the four strands of exploration traversing through this thesis, 
however, as the analysis hinges upon the identification of surveillance in the Irish context, 
this chapter will begin with the surveillance strand of exploration. 
5.1.0  The Surveillance Strand  
5.1.1  Introduction 
In line with recent trends in British and American literature, this research has found that 
parents are adopting child-surveillance methods. All parents claim that their children are 
prohibited from going to school alone and staying at home alone after school. Furthermore, 
all parents purport to know where their children are at all times. For example, Nancy was 
asked: 
Q: Is there was ever a time when you don’t know where your child is? 
A: No, there isn’t really, no, no, never, never, Psycho! [Nancy, Affluent].   
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Figure 7 – Knowledge of Children’s Whereabouts  
 
 
 
 
Based on an extensive literature review of parental surveillance practices, I created three 
categories of surveillance within which parent’s behaviour can be divided, (1) Co-operative 
Surveillance, (2) Concealed Surveillance (3) Technological Surveillance. Theorists, such as 
Fotel and Thomsen (2004), Lareau (2003) and Nelson (2010), discuss one particular type of 
surveillance, this research suggests that all three categories of surveillance are being used 
simultaneously by Irish parents.  
My three categories of surveillance can be further divided into ‘macro surveillance practices’ 
about which parents talk openly, and ‘micro-surveillance practices’ about which parents are 
less forthcoming. Macro behaviours represent practices such as supervising children in the 
home and limiting children’s independent mobility and internet use, often requiring the co-
operation of children. Micro surveillance practices represent less universally accepted 
behaviours such as reading children’s text messages, supervising children’s outdoor play and 
using technology to track children’s whereabouts.  
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5.1.2   Macro Surveillance Practices  
Macro surveillance practices are perceived by parents to be intrinsic to the process of 
keeping children safe.  
Surveillance in the Home 
Figure 8 illustrates that all 36 parents who completed questionnaires claimed that they do 
not allow their children to stay home alone after school. One might expect a variance in 
responses based on the age of the child, but this was not the case. According to parents, 
children between the ages of six and ten rarely experience what it is like to be on their own 
within the home for any significant length of time. This is a significant finding, particularly 
given the popularity of the stereotype of the ‘latchkey child’ in the 1980s and so merits a 
more in-depth exploration.  
 
Figure 8 –Surveillance Practices  
Parents develop networks of surveillance to ensure children are always in the company of 
adults. When parents are not present with the child themselves, 27 (n=36) parents indicated 
that a family member sometimes supervises the child after school (where n = the number of 
people questioned). In addition, 6 parents say that they call their children to check in on 
them while a further 7 parents say that their neighbours sometimes watch the child. Some 
parents go to elaborate efforts to make sure their children are not left at home alone after 
school. Nancy, Tanya, and Penelope all described the efforts they go to in order to provide 
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adult supervision and explained their unwillingness to leave children home alone. When 
asked: 
Q: Would you ever leave the children at home alone after school? 
A: They are collected from school, either I collect them on my lunch when I 
am working or when I’m off, obviously I’m around. There is a lady here on 
the days I’m working and the other two days they are actually brought to 
my mother’s house [Nancy, Affluent]. 
A: I’m deliberately working in the hours I’m working so that there will be 
somebody here for [the children] when they come home. I don’t like the 
idea of leaving them, firstly in case something happened in the 
house…and secondly, in case something happened at school, like, in case 
there’s something we need to talk about…any little worries or whatever 
[Tanya, Affluent]. 
A: No he’s never here on his own. Sometimes I might run across the road 
to my neighbour but I’d always leave the door open or stand at the door 
so that he’d know where I am. I certainly couldn’t see myself leaving him 
for a long time on his own in the house [Penelope, Affluent]. 
Some parents said they might consider giving some additional freedoms. However, this was 
only envisaged as a short-term possibility and/or was underpinned by conditions which 
could not be met at that particular time. For example, Nancy said:  
A: ‘I might leave Elizabeth [10] at home alone when she’s a bit older but 
not in charge of Rory [7] as well. And I could call her and she would tell me 
what she’s doing. But then sometimes I think, Oh my God she is still 
actually only 10 you know, she’s way too young to be on her own’ [Nancy, 
Affluent]. 
Data suggests that child surveillance in the home has become a normative practice, 
accepted by all parents. All affluent and disadvantaged children have experienced parental 
surveillance within the home. Parents expressed their actions, feelings and motivations 
readily. The ease with which parents were forthcoming with statements surrounding home 
surveillance suggests that parents feel their actions are acceptable. 
Children’s discussions of surveillance in the home for the most part supported parents’ 
claims. However, both affluent and disadvantaged children did provide examples of times 
when they were left unsupervised, albeit rarely. Some class differences can be seen in 
children’s experience of unsupervised time in the home. For affluent children, being left 
home alone was either intentionally pre-arranged or out of desperation. In the case of ‘pre-
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arranged freedom’, affluent children were permitted to stay at home alone for a set period, 
usually less than half an hour. Children’s answers describe these scenarios:  
Q: Is there ever a time when you are at home on your own? 
A: ‘The only time I was ever left on my own is like when my Mom brought me 
home, but then my Mom had to drop my sister to dancing. It’s only up the 
road so I stayed for like about four minutes’ [Lily, 10, Affluent].  
A: ‘Every Thursday, my mom and Isabella and James they go to drop Isabella 
off to ballet and I stay here’ [Tommy, 8, Affluent].  
In these cases, children were confident that they knew their parents’ whereabouts, they 
knew when to expect them back and they were versed in what to do if there was an 
emergency. In this sense, children are out of parents’ direct supervision but their conduct is 
still adult-directed i.e. do not leave the house, do not open the door and do not answer the 
phone. Pre-arranged freedom serves to build trust between the parent and child while 
allowing parents to maintain control over the situation. 
Affluent children were also left alone out of desperation, that is, as the result of limited 
options or unforeseen circumstances. In these instances, parents made alternative 
arrangements to make sure the children were not alone for long. Children said:  
A: ‘well, usually my mom drops me off at home but a few times last year 
Marie had to drop me home and I’d be on my own for ten to fifteen minutes 
max until mom got home’ [Abbey, 10, Affluent].  
A: ‘Not really, but once, my mom and dad went out, and the babysitter next 
door, she couldn’t come. None of the babysitters could, so my [older] 
brother had to mind us. It was terrible’ [Lacey, 7, Affluent].  
Disadvantaged children, like affluent children are not left at home alone often. 
Questionnaires indicate that the likelihood of children being left home alone increases 
according to the deprivation of the area. For example, 17 (n=42) children from the most 
deprived area, said that they are allowed to stay at home alone after school, whereas only 3 
(n=21) children from less deprived areas are sometimes allowed to stay home alone. When the 
issue was further explored in interviews, the majority of children said they are rarely at 
home alone but volunteered some examples of times when it has happened in the past. 
Unlike affluent children, disadvantaged children did not discuss any formal arrangements 
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around being at home alone. Instead, they described finding themselves home alone almost 
accidentally. Children answered:  
Q: Is there ever a time when you are at home on your own? 
A: ‘only once [I was on my own], ‘cause, like, my Mom went out to her friends, 
and me and my cousin thought that she was here but she wasn’t and we came 
back in’ [Ally, 7, Very Disadvantaged].  
A: ‘No [I’m never home alone]. Well, maybe sometimes, like I was on my own 
when my mam kind of went somewhere. My friends came in to get their 
football and I let them come in’ [Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged].   
Although Ally and Jimmy did not seem concerned about their parent’s whereabouts, the 
lack of parents’ concern about informing children of their whereabouts in these examples is 
in stark contrast to the behaviour of affluent parents.  
Surveillance of Unstructured Play  
Literature suggests that the spatial location of play has shifted from outdoors to indoors 
across Europe (Gill, 2007; Karsten, 2005; Valentine & McKendrick, 1997).  While Ireland is 
not an exceptional case, I would argue that disadvantaged children maintained greater 
freedom in terms of outdoor play than affluent children or indeed children in other 
European countries.  
The quantitative data indicates that disadvantaged children play outdoors frequently and 
prefer playing outdoors on the whole. Questionnaires reveal that 50 of the 63 
disadvantaged children tend towards playing outdoors. For those children child-surveillance 
practices are less prevalent. In total, 44(n=63) disadvantaged children claimed that they hang 
out with other children unsupervised. Disadvantaged children’s experience of unstructured 
and unsupervised outdoor play as means that they have more friends in the neighbourhood 
than affluent children. 59 (n=63) disadvantaged children’s friends predominantly live on their 
street.  
While there is no quantitative data available to compare the experiences of affluent 
children, feedback from interviews suggest that affluent children spend more time indoors 
than outdoors. According to parents, affluent children spend most of their time in 
structured activities (60%) and watching Television (30%). Just one affluent parent said that 
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their child played outside after school. The home-centred location of children’s play has 
serious implications for their health, research into these implications is on-going but recent 
reports have highlighted growing rates of obesity in Irish children (Williams et al., 2013; 
Layte and McCrory, 2011).   
To support the data from questionnaires and interviews, children were asked to draw 
pictures of their favourite afterschool activity. Interestingly there were clear class 
differences in the setting, peer group, and structure of children’s drawings (see Table 11). 
 Set Indoors Set Outdoors With Friends Structured Unstructured 
Affluent  25% 75% 38%  50%  50%  
Disadvantaged 
% 
13%  87% 57%  29%  71%  
Table 11 – Differences in Children's Drawings 
Disadvantaged children mostly drew pictures of outdoor, unstructured play with groups of 
friends (see Figures 9 & 10). Jerry’s drawing shows him swinging on swings with his friends, 
while Gail’s drawing is set on her street with her friends playing in the snow. These self-
directed unsupervised activities, allow them to bond with their community, have extended 
peer groups and experience more unsupervised after school time.   
 
Figure 9 – Disadvantaged Children's Drawings (Jerry, 10; Gail, 6) 
Affluent children were more likely to draw pictures of indoor, structured play with fewer 
friends present (see figure 10). Both Evan and Cory drew structured activities as their 
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favourite leisure-activity. Encouragingly both pictures are set outdoors but are not self-
directed. These two pictures are the only pictures created by affluent children where more 
than one child is in the drawing. Affluent children were more likely to play alone in pictures. 
 
Figure 10- Affluent Children’s Drawings (Evan, 10; Cory, 7) 
Constructing Safety Zones 
The second most commonly used method of monitoring unstructured play was creating 
‘safety zones’ for children within the neighbourhood. In this research, safety-zones are areas 
within the neighbourhood which parents consider safe for children to play. Parents noted 
that there are areas that are out of bounds for children. They said: 
[The children] know their boundaries; they can’t cross the road. They can’t 
go out and pass number 11. We have gone out and walked around 
boundary and we don’t pass the boundary [Tanya, Affluent]. 
 ‘they’re not allowed to pass the corner there. If they go past it then they 
are just brought in for the rest of the day. They know that,’ [Monica, 
Transitional].  
Usually, safety-zones are given clear boundaries by parents, such as the boundary of the 
main road, end house or curb at the corner of the green. Children co-operate with the 
surveillance of their mobility by informing parents when they wish to cross the boundary. 
However, affluent families are less likely to need children’s co-operation in the surveillance 
of mobility because safety zones are very close to the home and usually monitored by 
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parents anyway. Eight (n=13) affluent parents claimed that their children are not permitted to 
play outdoors unsupervised. Parents answered:  
Q: Is there anywhere in the neighbourhood that [child] is not allowed to go? 
A: ‘they’re only allowed in that green that is directly across from us, but I 
spend my time in the garden or in the front room’ [Emily, Affluent].. 
A: ‘if John (3) would go out I’d stand outside with him, and I would be keeping 
an eye or Lorraine [another mother with a small child] would go out. We 
would be the two who would watch’ [Tanya, Affluent]. 
A: I wouldn’t leave them out on the road in front because the road is too busy, 
so, if they’re out they’d only be out in the front green and I’d always be out 
with them or else one of the other mothers, but I’d never leave them on their 
own [Laura, Affluent]. 
Tanya and Laura’s comment would suggest that narrow safety zones fulfil affluent parents’ 
desire to be physically present with their child. As unstructured outdoor play is less common 
for affluent children, it is more feasible for parents to be physically present with their child. 
Disadvantaged parents do not physically supervise their children’s outdoor mobility in the 
same way as affluent parents. Disadvantaged children have much larger safety zones with 
boundaries often set beyond their own neighbourhoods. Parents noted:  
A: ‘Eddie would go off as far as the LIDL or ALDI park21 [2 estates beyond 
this one]...he’d go up there on his own’ [Patricia, Very Disadvantaged]. 
A: ‘like the rule is if they’re going into someone’s house they just tell us so 
that I wouldn’t be walking all over the fucking park looking for them’ [Greg, 
Very Disadvantaged]. 
As disadvantaged children are more likely to spend time outdoors it is perhaps unrealistic 
for parents to be supervising their children all of the time. Instead, parents rely not only on 
co-operation from their children but also on help from their family and friends in the 
locality. For example, when discussing Eddie’s adventures Patricia said: 
I have a friend over there in that park. Her young fella would be with Eddie 
and we would keep tabs. Little text messages etc. [Patricia, Very 
Disadvantaged].  
                                                             
21 Parents and children used the word ‘Park’ to describe housing estates. 
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In total, 38 (n=63) disadvantaged children agreed that there are places in their 
neighbourhoods they are not allowed to venture. Affluent children answered:  
Q: Is there anywhere in your neighbourhood you’re not allowed to go? 
A:  ‘I’m not allowed by that green over there and I’m not allowed to go into 
the green over there’ [Chloe, 11, Affluent].  
A: ‘I’m not really allowed to go and play on the green outside. Normally my 
Mom or my Dad comes with me. I have to be 10 or something to go out on 
own my dad said’ [Cory, 7, Affluent]. 
In line with parents’ responses, disadvantaged children claimed to experience more 
independent mobility as their safety zones only restrict areas beyond their own 
neighbourhoods. Disadvantaged children said:  
A:  ‘I’m not allowed across the road and into the next park… I only go in 
that park if I’m going to my friend’s house’ [Ally, 7, Very Disadvantaged].  
A: ‘Eh, if I was going outside the park, usually most of the time I’d have to 
have someone like my friends with me. I can’t really walk to the shop on my 
own’ [Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged]. 
I would argue that affluent parent’s need to be physically present with the child is 
intrinsically linked to their habitus. That is, affluent parents’ construction of parenting 
requires them to feel solely responsible for parenting whereas disadvantaged parents’ 
construction of parenting allows them to rely on help from friends and family.  
Surveillance of Children’s Internet Use 
Irish children’s internet use is significant. 19 out of the 21 children interviewed claim to play 
on the internet after school. All 10 affluent parents and 3 out of the 6 disadvantaged 
parents interviewed stressed that their children are not permitted to use the internet 
unsupervised. Figure 11 has been put together using parents and children’s responses to 
internet use in interviews.  
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Figure 11 –Children’s Internet use 
 
 
 
Parents seek their child’s co-operation in monitoring their internet access.22 Children are 
aware of their parent’s surveillance and they seem to be accepting of same. Children 
answered:  
Q: Does our mom know/watch what you’re doing on the computer?  
 
A: ‘My mam would really know what I do. I don’t really do anything, all I 
do is look at music’ [Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: I play on the internet a lot! Go Girl games, that’s all I ever play on it. 
She knows ‘cuz I have to get her to type in the password when I want to 
play. [Ally, 7, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Parents also discussed the ways in which they monitor their children’s internet use. Nancy 
said: 
I would be popping in and out every so often to see what they’re doing. 
[The computer] is in the other room and they could be closing the door 
and then they can do anything, but most of the time the door is open 
and I would be popping in and out. I just walk in and try to see what’s 
happening you know’ …she goes on this thing called ‘Star Doll’. They’re 
                                                             
22 Parents also admit to practicing concealed surveillance in order to monitor children’s 
internet usage.  
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beginning to kick in to YouTube now for funny things. I’m not delighted 
about that [Nancy, Affluent]. 
Despite children’s admitted co-operation with the surveillance of their internet use, children 
also claim that they spend more time online unsupervised than parents suggest. In all, 33 
(n=63) children said they play on the internet without parental supervision. While age does 
not seem to be factor in unsupervised internet access, the more disadvantaged the child, 
the less internet surveillance they experience. Figures indicate that 36 (n=42) of the children 
from Blackpool (the most disadvantaged community) said they play on the internet 
unsupervised in comparison to just 4 (n=12) children from Togher (a lessor disadvantaged 
community).  
The most popular sites referred to were ‘Club Penguin’, ‘Star Doll’ and ‘Facebook’. These 
sites host games for children and allow them to link with others to play or chat. Children 
discussed their use of the internet for chatting and playing games. They said:  
A: ‘I email, MSN chat, Facebook, Bebo, Just Pictures and stuff. I look up 
things on YouTube’ [Elizabeth, 10, Affluent].  
 
A: I use [the computer] a lot. I do play games on it and I watch, and 
share music, I’m not on Bebo or any Facebook but I play Club Penguin. 
It’s kind of a kid’s Bebo. If you say bad language or anything you are 
kicked off for 48 hours [Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Although parents and children discussed co-operative internet surveillance, findings suggest 
that their internet use was their least supervised activity. Perhaps parents feel that the risks 
associated with internet-use are less pertinent than the perceived risks associated with 
playing outdoors.  
Co-operative Surveillance of Independent Mobility 
All 36 parents who completed questionnaires agreed that they do not allow their children to 
travel to school unsupervised or unaccompanied. In line with Hillman’s (1991) UK study of 
mobility, Irish children’s use of public transport has decreased significantly. Despite the 
availability of public transport facilities in the study areas, only one child questioned took 
the bus to school. Perhaps, the perception of public transport as ‘unsafe’ had an influence 
on its lack of use. According to Glover et al. (2000) and Bosworth et al. (1999), bullying is 
more likely to take place on school buses where there is less adult supervision.   
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Children were asked how they get to school each day. Overall, 11 out of 12 affluent children 
interviewed were driven to school every day.  Just one affluent child walks to school. He 
admits that when he was younger his family escorted him and even now, he sometimes 
walks home with his neighbours. He said: 
A: ‘When I was younger I walked with my mom and dad, or with my 
granddad’ [Evan, 10, Affluent].  
In comparison, 40 (n=63) disadvantaged children questioned are driven to school. A further 17 
children walk to school. However, it is important to note that not all the children who walk 
to school walk alone. Some children are accompanied by parents who escort them to the 
school gates and others walk with groups of children or family members. Children noted:  
A:  ‘I walk [to school], I get dropped. My mam walks with me’ [Ellie, 6, 
Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘I walk a little bit with my brother, and then my mam picks us up and 
we drive to our nannies and have dinner and go back home’ [Gail, 6, 
Very Disadvantaged].  
 
Children’s coming to understand themselves, their competence and maturity, how they 
interact with peers, takes place through their use of the house, streets, neighbourhood and 
the city (Christensen and O’Brien, 2003). Aside from the obvious health benefits of walking 
to school, walking to school allows children to encounter their neighbours, and local hazards 
and to negotiate the walk. The links that develop between the child and local environment 
gives them a sense of belonging and develops their ties to their community. It could be 
suggested that affluent Irish parents’ chauffeuring of children alters their child’s relationship 
to their community. 
5.1.3  Micro Surveillance Methods 
Micro surveillance practices are used in parallel with macro practices in supporting child-
surveillance. I contend that micro surveillance practices are less normative than macro 
practices as parents were less forthcoming with regard to these practices. Micro 
surveillance incorporates ‘concealed surveillance’ and ‘technological surveillance’ practices 
so are likely to require fewer co-operations from children.  
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5.1.3  (A) Concealed-Surveillance 
Concealed-Surveillance can be described as the supervision of children without their 
knowledge or agreement. Concealed surveillance allows parent to feel in control of the 
child’s activity without the child’s knowledge. For example, Lisa allows her daughter to 
believe she has freedom, whereas the freedom awarded to Lisa’s daughter is actually 
staged.23  Lisa said:  
A: ‘I let her go to shop, that’s starting recently now. I would be watching 
from the front room. She’d always be with a friend but we’re trying to 
kind of encourage her to be more confident, that’s kind of her first 
independence. She doesn’t know I’m keeping an eye like’ [Lisa, Affluent]. 
Lisa is adopting concealed surveillance techniques to control the extent of the child’s 
freedom. Children’s increasing use of technology has made the process of concealed 
surveillance easier for parents. The data indicates that 8 (n=9) disadvantaged children and 9 
(n=12) affluent children under the age of ten own a mobile phone. Most parents agreed that 
they had checked their child’s text messages without their knowledge. Parents commented:  
A: ‘we made it a rule that they have to leave their phones in the kitchen 
when they go to bed, I do actually check them, but they don’t know that’ 
[Vickie, Affluent]. 
 
A: ‘Sometimes, I do take a little peek at his phone every so often. There’s 
absolutely nothing important, just all about football! But If I thought 
there was anything more going on I’d be watching him definitely’ 
[Patricia, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
In all cases of concealed surveillance, parents admitted that children never gave them any 
cause for worry. Alongside the use of mobile phones, parents admitted to using concealed 
surveillance to monitor their children’s internet activity. Families often had software 
packages24 blocking adult content on browsers but they also felt it necessary to monitor 
children’s activity. Most children by the age of ten had at least one social networking 
account. The networking accounts held by study-children included ‘Club Penguin’, ‘Stardoll’, 
‘Bebo’, ‘Facebook’, ‘MSN’, and ‘Skype’. These were a concern for parents and parents 
                                                             
23 By ‘staged’ here I mean contrived for a desired impression, ‘deliberately created rather 
than arising naturally or spontaneously’ (OEDO, 2013).  
24 Software packages include: ‘Net Nanny’, ‘KidRex’ and ‘Spector Soft’ 
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checked the contents of their children’s social networking profiles online without their 
children’s knowledge or permission. Parents commented: 
A: ‘I do have one of those screening things, but I would still be popping in 
and out every so often to see what they’re on’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
 
A: [my daughter] blocks her Bebo page on me so I can’t see it but what I 
was doing was I was going up to my sister’s house and I was going 
through her son’s Bebo page to see what was on hers but she found out 
and she’s blocked him now the bitch [Angela, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Despite these concerns, only 2 out of 63 disadvantaged children surveyed claimed that 
parents warned them about playing on the internet. According to recent research by 
psychologist Tanya Byron, when children have an online presence they have access to a 
‘global playground with adults’. Byron warns that ‘one of the greatest dangers for children 
now is cyber-bullying, where insults and intimidation that were once confined to the 
playground continue after school’ (quoted in Beckford, 2009). Byron goes on to suggest that 
attempts to keep children safe by keeping them indoors could backfire as they face greater 
danger from cyber-bullying or sexual predators on the internet. 
Parents acknowledged that technology is changing and updating so much that it is almost 
impossible for them to keep up. As a result, children’s internet usage is less supervised than 
some of their other unstructured activities. Parents noted: 
A: ‘I can see already how quickly it can go wrong, because the other day, 
Dave was playing Club Penguin in the kitchen and suddenly he starts asking 
me how to spell something, he was typing it into YouTube. It was only 
karate moves he was looking for, but still’ [Tanya, Affluent]. 
A: ‘Last night I was on the computer and I checked the history and I saw 
there was this tag. It was this new kind of Bebo or Facebook page. I’d never 
heard of it. Apparently that’s the new thing now. You can’t keep up with 
them honestly’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged]. 
Affluent parents are more likely to adopt concealed practices as disadvantaged parents are 
more confrontational about surveillance. They seem to perceive it to be their right to check 
the child’s activities. One parent noted:  
A: ‘When I see her texting for a while I demand the phone. She has to hand 
it over before deleting anything. I don’t understand the abbreviations 
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anyway, she knows that. But I will always ask her’ [Angela, Very 
Disadvantaged]. 
Disadvantaged children had more opportunities to negotiate with their parents’ surveillance 
because parents were more open about their practices. For example, when Angela 
attempted to covertly monitor Sarah’s ‘Bebo’ account, Sarah blocked her access. Children’s 
negotiations will be discussed in more detail in section 5.4.0 (page 186).   
Coming to Terms with Concealed Surveillance 
This research has found that concealed surveillance is the preserve of mothers. This finding 
is not based on participant numbers (as only one of the 16 parents interviewed was male) 
instead, it is derived from the comments made by female participants about their husband’s 
behaviour. A father emphasised the point that men are less likely to practice concealed 
surveillance when he answered: 
Q: Do you ever check [child] phone/text messages? 
A: ‘No, my wife does. I wouldn’t think of checking my own alone let 
alone hers for Christ sake!’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
There was a suggestion by Vickie [Affluent] that fathers have more respect for children’s 
privacy than mothers, thus are less accepting of the intrusion of privacy intrinsic to 
concealed surveillance. This can cause tension between parents who do not agree on the 
level of privacy that should be awarded to the child. Vickie said:  
‘My husband thinks I’m terrible. He just says, don’t even tell me what’s 
on it [child’s phone]. He just thinks it’s wrong.  It’s his [the child’s] private 
thing you know (Vickie, Affluent). 
 
It was a more common perception that fathers are not as conscientious as mothers when it 
comes to child safety. Monica suggested that mothers have no choice but to take 
responsibility for concealed surveillance. She explained: 
My husband would probably leave him off [to walk alone]. Because he 
doesn’t see…men don’t see dangers the same the way women do…We went 
to Spain a couple of years ago I think 5 weeks after Madeleine McCann 
went missing. Like we brought kids and I think [husband] thought I was 
going to have a nervous breakdown. He could leave the kids outside 
without thinking. If they say, daddy can we go out, he just says yes, he 
doesn’t think [Monica, Transitional*]. 
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Mothers were brief in their discussions of concealed surveillance. They often skipped over 
the topic suggesting that their behaviour may have been unacceptable or something of 
which to feel ashamed. Many parents lowered their voices or backtracked on their answer, 
indicating that perhaps micro surveillance practices are not normative amongst families. 
5.1.3  (B) Technological Surveillance 
In this research, technological surveillance does not mean surveillance over children’s use of 
technology but rather parent’s use of technology in monitoring children. Technological 
surveillance is significantly more wide spread in the US, with many parents using devices 
such as Drug Tests, Global Positioning Systems (GPS) and baby monitors to keep track of 
their child’s behaviour (Nelson, 2010). In the Irish context, the only technological 
surveillance used by parents is via mobile phone.  
Technological surveillance is more prevalent amongst disadvantaged families. Parents gain 
remote access to children using mobile phones when children may be playing some distance 
from their home and when children are home alone or with siblings. Mothers claimed: 
A: ‘If I went anywhere and they were here for a time, I would always text or 
I would phone...and if I’m in college and he was going to be here for an 
hour, I would always text him to makes sure that everything is okay’ 
[Monica, Transitional*].  
A: ‘I have to keep track of Alex, I’d kill him if he didn’t bring his phone with 
him’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged]. 
In such instances, parents require co-operation from their children. Children must 
remember to bring their mobile phones and they must respond to their parent’s calls or text 
messages in order for their parents to have any knowledge of their whereabouts.  
Affluent parents discussed mobile phones as commodities rather than practical surveillance 
devices. Vickie noted: 
A: ‘[my son] didn’t even asked for a phone, I got it as a surprise…to be 
honest it’s up there, he doesn’t even take it with him to school or 
anything’ [Vickie, Affluent]. 
Parents have a lesser need to rely upon technological surveillance as their children 
experience little outdoor unstructured play. Layla explained: 
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A: ‘Like I’d only be ringing her if I was worried about where she is, if I 
wasn’t sure, but normally, we would know’ [Layla, Affluent]. 
 In fact, the only affluent parent to discuss her need for technological surveillance did so in 
relation to structured activities. She said: 
A: I told Elizabeth she wasn’t getting a phone. Then last year I dropped her 
to drama and drove off, but the class wasn’t on. The man at the door kind 
of gave out to me for leaving her without checking. I got an awful fright so 
we decided to get her a phone in case of emergencies [Nancy, Affluent]. 
Some affluent parents revealed that they were not comfortable giving their child a mobile 
phone for reasons such as age, immaturity or bullying, reflecting their Apollonian 
construction of childhood. The tension between putting their child in harm’s way by giving 
them a mobile phone and being unable to protect them by not giving them a mobile phone 
creates a dilemma for affluent parents who were torn between their own anxieties. In a bid 
to tackle these anxieties parents sought out ‘child friendly phones’. The phones are created 
by ‘Firefly’. They can only make calls to numbers saved in the phone’s memory and requires 
a parental password to install numbers. Phones are not text-ready. Parents who opted for 
these phones discussed why: 
A: It’s the parent one….Mom and Dad only, that’s it. But he doesn’t have it 
on him. He only has that if he’s going somewhere that we’re not [Laura, 
Affluent]. 
A: ‘[my daughter] has a mobile you know, one of the child friendly mobiles, 
that she can just ring mom or dad or have five contacts in her phone. She 
can’t dial out [Angela, Very Disadvantaged]. 
A: We bought one of these security phones where there’s only about 10 
numbers she can put in and she can’t text. Sure she was delighted because 
she thought she wouldn’t get a phone until she was 12 [Nancy, Affluent]. 
Parents do have the best intentions in relation to the care, welfare and safety of children. I 
acknowledge that it is important to protect children from harm. However, the child-
surveillance techniques identified in these sections surpass traditional precautionary 
behaviour. I would argue that contemporary parent’s precautionary behaviour suggests a 
cultural shift in Ireland, which may have significant effects on Irish children’s experiences.  
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5.1.4   Why do Irish Parents Utilise Surveillance Methods? 
Foucault argues that institutions produce ‘knowledge’. In Ireland, the knowledge that exists 
within the public sphere is based on an Apollonian construction of childhood as vulnerable 
and susceptible to risk. Ireland’s history of child abuse and neglect, has significantly 
contributed to a heightened discourse around child protection in the last ten years. I would 
argue that this discourse has influenced parent’s perception of risk and the subsequent 
adoption of surveillance practices (Rutherford, 2011). When parents were asked about their 
motivation for surveillance, parents often said they were worried about children’s safety. 
The dominant threats to child safety cited by parents are outlined in Table 12. 
 Drugs Car 
Accidents 
Wrong 
Friends 
Drinking/ 
Smoking 
Older 
Kids 
Bullying 
Stranger 
Danger 
Disadvantaged 
(n=6) 
3 2 2 2 0 3 
Affluent 
(n=10) 
0 6 0 2 4 8 
Table 12 - Threats cited by Parents in Interviews (Qualitative) 
Table 12 illustrates that affluent parents are more influenced by media promulgated risk 
such as ‘stranger danger’ rather than the local risks, such as drug abuse, preoccupying 
disadvantaged parents. In thinking about and discussing the risks facing their children, 
parents acknowledged the limited likelihood of their children ever being confronted with 
stranger danger. Nevertheless, it was still a significant concern. Parents noted:  
A: ‘I was so naïve when I had my older sons. Years ago on holidays when the 
kids went to sleep we’d go to a friend’s caravans for a drink. If someone said 
to me a caravan park is like a sweet shop to a paedophile… but we would 
never have thought of that 20 years ago. Now [my younger son] is nearly 
padlocked to the caravan and my arm padlocked onto him’ [Penelope, 
Affluent]. 
The panic evoked by questions surrounding threats and potential freedoms suggest a deeply 
rooted anxiety. Parents answered: 
Q: Would you allow [child] to take the bus?  
A: ‘Oh my God in to town? Oh no. Oh no, no. Shane went to town for the first 
time and after he made his confirmation and I thought I was going to die’ 
[Tanya, Affluent].  
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Q: What worries would you have about [child] playing outside unsupervised? 
A: ‘You know, before I had children I couldn’t have cared less [about risks]. 
Kids make you worry about things a lot more. Don’t ever have children. They 
cause so much stress’ [Emily, Affluent]. 
 
Parents attempt to validate their fears by relaying personal or local stories of risk. Backett-
Millburn and Harden suggest that parents do this in order to concretise their fears and 
anxiety. They say, ‘parents’ doubts about the actual probability of any real dangers to 
children are counteracted by local stories which…enable parents to validate…risk 
management strategies (2004: 437). In this research, four mothers relayed their personal 
experiences of risk to validate surveillance. They commented:   
A: I know a girl who was one of the girls abused in [name] school. I wasn’t a 
good friend of hers but it was very public. I know she has major problems 
because of it. That teacher was actually teaching in the boys school but by 
the time [child] was starting school he was gone [Penelope, Affluent]. 
A: A good friend of mine who lives up the road found out that her neighbour 
was a convicted paedophile. Her situation really shook me. She came up to 
me one day and said like, ‘Paddy was convicted last week, he’s a paedophile’. 
I would never have picked him. There is a weirdo living up there that I would 
have said yeah maybe, but not him, he was normal [Monica, Transitional*]. 
A: When I was in first class, a girl in my class was abducted and murdered.  It 
was in Togher years ago, it was awful. She was buried in her communion 
dress. It was just the most scary thing, I’ll never forget it. It’s a thing that’ll 
never be gone from my mind, I’ll always be conscience of it [Aoife, Affluent]. 
Disadvantaged parents are as aware of the dangers that face their children in their 
immediate environment as they are about threats like stranger danger (Table 12, page 139). 
Local dangers such as alcoholism, drug abuse, and/or anti-social behaviour are much more 
widespread in disadvantaged areas. Parents discussed local risks:  
A: ‘Cocaine is big time around the place now. Heroine is around as well 
alright, but the cocaine is the next step and I think once you go on that your 
fucked’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘I heard there’s a girl down the road now and she is pregnant. She’s only 
fourteen, only a baby herself. There’s a girl [my daughter’s friend] that’s 
allowed to go get the bus on her own, she goes to town now and everything. 
She’ll be pregnant before she’s 13.  [Leah, Very Disadvantaged].  
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Both parents and children discussed how they encounter risk even in what appear to be safe 
places. Disadvantaged children relay risks as facts. Perhaps children appear de-sensitised to 
risk because of their exposure on a daily basis. They said: 
A: ‘Once a fella ran after me with a metal bar. He tried to hit us. Billy, a 
Traveller. We ran into to her auntie’s and her auntie brought me back 
down. She lives up in the next park. He always does it’ [Ally, 7, Very 
Disadvantaged]. 
A: ‘Once I saw someone who was drunk, he was walking up there [pointing] 
and he fell asleep on our friend’s bench.  My sister was talking about him 
and I heard her with her friends’ [Declan, 7, Very Disadvantaged]. 
A: ‘One time in the youth club, there was a young fella joined and he was 
dealing [drugs]. I never knew. He was only 16.  And then one day this girl 
said this young fella is dealing. My reaction was to go in and beat the living 
shit out of him. I scared the shit out of him instead. There were a lot of the 
fellas in the club on Heroin then because of him. I brought them all 
together and tried to help them’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged]. 
Q: Do you know anybody that takes drugs?  
A: ‘My dad. My dad lives in a different house. He had a baby with his other 
wife …girlfriend I mean. He takes drugs…He told us. I don’t go to his house 
anymore’ [Ally, 7, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Disadvantaged parents acknowledge that their children will be exposed to certain normative 
risks, such as drug-use, teen pregnancy and alcohol abuse, regardless of their own actions. 
Angela commented: 
A: Heroin is a huge deal here. There’s been families destroyed. It’s been all 
over the park and that would be my biggest fear, her getting into drugs. I 
mean the area we live in, drugs are all over the place, I won’t be able to 
hide her, shelter her [Angela, Very Disadvantaged]. 
The prevalence of such risks means it is essential that their children be capable of protecting 
themselves. The best way for children to learn how to protect themselves is for them to 
negotiate childhood risk. Disadvantaged parents award their children the freedom to 
interact with risk. 
5.1.5   Conclusion 
 
The data indicates that Irish parents construct family-life, work and play around the 
supervision and safety of their children. Parents’ claim that they adopt surveillance practices 
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in order to protect their child from risk. In the social constructionism and social class strands 
I will demonstrate that there are also other social and cultural factors which influence 
parents’ adoption of surveillance behaviours.  
It is important to note that surveillance in and of itself is not problematic in childhood. A 
certain amount of surveillance is vital. Negative consequences of surveillance only manifest 
when parents overly-intervene in children’s leisure-time. When parents solve problems, 
choose activities, choose playmates, and fail to listen to children’s wishes surveillance can 
have negative consequences on children’s development (Tovey, 2007).  
5.2.0 The Social Constructionism Strand 
5.2.1  Introduction 
The dominant social construction of childhood is disseminated through social institutions. 
Individuals often experience pressure from these institutions and social groups to conform 
thus internalising and normalising the relevant social construction of the time (Foucault, 
1975). The nature of this external pressure has been discussed in a variety of forms in the 
past few decades i.e. pressure from schools, pressure from peers and even pressure from  
television shows such as ‘Nanny 911’ and ‘Super nanny’ (Bristow, 2009).  
The pressures with which parents are faced vary based on their socio-economic position. 
Differing social-economic experiences can lead to class differences in parents’ ingrained 
perception of childhood. Throughout history there have been two dominant ways of 
thinking about children, the Dionysian and the Apollonian constructions of childhood (Jenks, 
1996). While Jenks explores these two images of childhood concurrently, I would argue that 
they can co-exist in contemporary Irish society. A series of questions, which probed parents 
on their motivations for using surveillance, were devised to examine whether parents 
considered children to be Apollonian or Dionysian in nature. While parents rarely spoke 
directly about their ‘perception of childhood’, they often revealed their underlying 
assumptions by using specific terminology and by discussing certain traits such as 
trustworthiness and/or maturity in their children. In the following sections, parents’ 
language and description will be shown to convey an image of childhood as Apollonian or 
Dionysian. I will also illustrate that there is a strong correlation between a parent’s socio-
economic status and their dominant construction of childhood. 
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5.2.2  Parent’s Motivations for Surveillance 
5.2.2  (A) Surveillance in the Home 
When parents were asked why they restrict their children’s alone time, they provided a 
variety of responses (see Figure 12). A clear class difference in parent’s motivations for 
supervising children at home is visible. More in-depth discussions revealed that the class 
difference in parent’s apparent motivations for surveillance is closely linked to parents’ 
constructions of childhood. 
 
 
Figure 12 – Reasons for Not Leaving Children Home Alone25 
The one motivation for surveillance upon which disadvantaged and affluent parents agree is 
fear of accidents in the home. There was, however, a difference in the way parents 
interpreted the term ‘accident’. Disadvantaged parents were more likely to discuss 
accidents created by their child, such as burning themselves with hot water or turning on 
the oven. As a result of these dangers, almost three quarters of disadvantaged parents said 
they could not trust their children at home alone. There was evidence of predisposed 
assumption that children would defy parents if given the opportunity. Parents noted:  
                                                             
25 Figure 12 presents the percentage of parents who mentioned one or more of the six 
responses outlined.  
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A: I wouldn’t trust them. [Child] could do anything. Literally he would do 
anything. I just wouldn’t trust them. I would be afraid that they would do 
something, like lighting fires or something. I just wouldn’t feel like they’re 
safe [Patricia, Very Disadvantaged]. 
A: Staying in the house is out of bounds ‘cause I wouldn’t trust them. If I 
told them not to go to the cupboard, they’d be in the cupboard anyway 
raiding it. If I went down the road for an hour, all the biscuits would be 
gone and they’d be having all their friends in [Leah, Very Disadvantaged]. 
Affluent parents were more likely to discuss accidents that were out of the control of their 
child such as an electrical fire or someone calling to the door. They suggest that their 
children can be trusted but may happen upon danger or may be nervous at home alone. 
Parents commented: 
A: ‘[my son] could be left here all day long, by himself. He’s a good child and 
he knows the rules and whatever. I would trust him’ [Claire, Affluent].  
 
A: ‘I have warned them not to open the door, and sometimes I’d say to her 
don’t bother answering the phone, but she might think she was doing good, 
I would always worry’ [Nancy, Affluent].  
A: [Child] is never here on her own…‘cause she wouldn’t be confident 
enough really. She’s a bit nervous. Like, if I did have to go to the shop to get 
something, I’d say, do you want to come or do you want to stay put? And 
she’d always say she’d like to come [Lisa, Affluent].  
The difference between affluent and disadvantaged parent’s apparent motivations for 
surveillance essentially were grounded in different levels of trust. Affluent parents seem to 
have more trust in their children with disadvantaged parents seeming to have less trust. Yet, 
on a daily basis, disadvantaged parents place more trust in their children by awarding them 
more freedom during their leisure-time.  
5.2.2  (B) Surveillance and Mobility 
Transport and independent mobility have been identified as important indicators of 
surveillance, agency and cultural constructions of childhood (Hillman et al., 1990; Fotel and 
Thomsen, 2002). As a result, parents who indicated that it was inappropriate to send 
children to school unaccompanied were asked ‘why?’ Responses are illustrated in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13 –Reasons for restricting mobility  
Figure 13 highlights the differences in families’ experiences and lifestyle in relation to 
schools. Affluent parents admitted that they were more likely to choose a school based on 
its merit rather than its proximity to their home. For this reason, it was not viable for 
children to travel to school unaccompanied in four affluent families. This was true for just 
one disadvantaged families. These statistics support broader theories about community 
(Christensen, 2003; Corcoran and Pellion, 2007) which suggest that affluent families are 
more isolated from their localities than disadvantaged families.  
Finally, and most importantly, trust was highlighted as a pressing issue by disadvantaged 
parents, three of whom claimed they cannot trust their children to travel to school 
unaccompanied. One Parent noted: 
A: ‘I don’t leave ‘em off on their own. They’d never get [to school] on 
time, they’re too slow, [the eldest one] is lazy ya know’ [Angela, Very 
Disadvantaged]. 
 
The issue of trust is an important one as I feel it reflects strongly a Dionysian construction of 
childhood amongst disadvantaged parents. In line with Jenks (1996) description of the 
Dionysian child, parents feel that their children require appropriate guidance in order to 
behave accordingly. Disadvantaged parents were worried that children would arrive late for 
school or they may not go to school at all.  
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5.2.2  (C) Perceived Capabilities 
In questionnaires and interviews parents were asked whether they felt their children could 
to make good decisions and whether their children had street smarts. Street-smarts can be 
defined as having the skills and knowledge necessary for dealing with modern urban life 
(OEDO, 2012).  In total, 7 (n=16) parents felt that their children could be trusted to make good 
decisions when unsupervised. Parents’ responses are illustrated in Figure 14. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 14 – Parent’s perception of Children’s Abilities  
Figure 14 reveals that 5 (n=6) disadvantaged parents felt that their children had street smarts. 
They felt their children had the skills necessary to identify potential threats and to handle 
themselves appropriately. For instance, one disadvantaged mother discussed her daughter’s 
ability to spot the signs of drug use:   
A: [Child] would come in and say, I was in the shop and Mark looked like he 
was off his face. She knows the signs. Her friend’s brother, she knows he’s on 
drugs and she knows when he looks stoned [Angela, Very Disadvantaged]. 
Disadvantaged parents consider it essential that their children possess street smarts similar 
to the other children in the neighbourhood (Anderson, 1999). Their children’s street smarts 
reflect well on their own parenting skills, which may have influenced disadvantaged parents’ 
responses.  
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Affluent parents claim that their children lack street smarts and general ‘cop-on’.26 In total, 9 
(n=10) affluent parents think their children lack street smarts. That is, they lack the ability to 
act and react in situations that may require them to have some underlying knowledge of 
risk. One parent noted:  
A: ‘probably she’s not streetwise, being honest. Like she’d know what 
she should do but she probably hasn’t been exposed enough to manage 
it properly’ [Lisa, Affluent].  
 
In some ways, affluent children’s presumed lack of street smarts supports parents’ need for 
child-surveillance, thus becoming a self-fulfilling prophecy. Children who lack street smarts 
need to be protected when they come into contact with risky situations but children without 
freedom do not have the opportunity to develop street smarts.  
5.2.3  The Significance of Language 
In the case of affluent families, words such as ‘good’, ‘sensible’ and ‘innocent’, re-occurred 
throughout interviews. Affluent parents discussed the capabilities of their children in an 
emotional sense. They tended to describe their children as vulnerable and gentle in line with 
an Apollonian construction of childhood. Nancy said: 
A: ‘I would be quite confident [in allowing her to be home alone] because 
she is very sensible. She would be really kind of serious and kind of 
conscientious and she’d always kind of tell the truth, now she’s not an angel 
but in general you know’ [Nancy, Affluent].27 
A: ‘You can just read from her face when she is not telling the truth, 
underneath it all, she’s a fierce baby’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
Nancy’s description of her daughter as conscientious gives the impression that she can be 
trusted. She confirms her child’s innocence. Although Nancy expresses her frustration with 
the fact that her child cannot lie she was actually creating quite a flattering image of her 
daughter as innately ‘good’. Claire also highlighted her son’s Apollonian characteristics. In 
discussing his participation in sports, she said: 
                                                             
26 The term ‘Cop on’ is Irish slang meaning common sense.  
27 Nancy also claims that she never leaves her children alone so her perceived trust does not 
translate into practice.  
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A: ‘[child] is a very gentle kid and he’s not aggressive at all. He’s too nice. 
When the ball is coming at him he says thanks to the other fellow [who 
passed it]. We were laughing at him because you don’t say thanks you just 
run with it. He’s not a toughie like some of them’ [Claire, Affluent]. 
Claire’s description suggests her son is too gentle to compete. He can be quite vulnerable 
and naïve. He has to be told not to say thank you during the match. Claire’s criticism of her 
son’s soccer abilities is more of a compliment to her son’s character and in many ways, to 
her own parenting skills.  
Lisa also discussed her daughter’s good nature. Her description locates her within an 
Apollonian construction of childhood. Lisa said:  
A: ‘[child] would be probably more mature than others in a sense. I 
suppose she’d be very cautious. She’s always very good. I’d always be 
happy with her,’ [Lisa, Affluent]. 
 
The use of the terms ‘good’, ‘gentle’ and ‘sensible’ all award the child with some natural 
goodness, kindness and trustworthiness in line with Jenks’ description of the Apollonian 
child. According to Jenks, ‘the Apollonian child is untainted by the world…they have a natural 
goodness’ (1996: 72). Critically, although affluent parents claim that their children are 
trustworthy and sensible, in practice these children are not rewarded with any freedoms for 
their innate goodness and trustworthiness.  
In contrast to affluent parents, disadvantaged parents were more likely to adopt a Dionysian 
construction of childhood. Disadvantaged parents described their children as independent, 
capable, and sometimes hard to handle. One parent emphasised an image of her child as 
tough and independent to the extreme, saying:  
A: ‘[Child]…is not afraid, she’s not afraid of anything. I wouldn’t be 
worried about her because who‘d take her. She knows to tell them to 
fuck off. She’s streetwise you know’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
The child’s lack of fear is a characteristic which Angela seems to value. Being strong and 
unafraid suggests that her daughter will be capable of staying out of trouble and protecting 
herself within her community. Disadvantaged parents also discuss their children’s penchant 
for mischief. They feel it is their job to keep their children in check. Parents said:  
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A: ‘I tell Sarah not to go to Mahon Point without telling me and every 
time I go outside to try to find her she’s gone. But if I said you’re not 
allowed, she wouldn’t go’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: [Child] is not a fucking angel. She starts this bitchiness and 
sauciness. My thing is, if she do start, I tell her to sit on the stairs. 
Don’t send her up to the room where she has everything. Sit on the 
stairs…you know when I was young I got a beat with a fucking brush 
[Greg, Very disadvantaged]. 
 
Disadvantaged parents were less inclined to consider their children to be sensitive, nervous, 
or vulnerable. They were not concerned about frightening their children by exposing them 
to media-promulgated childhood risks (see Figure 15). Four (n=6) disadvantaged parents said 
that they had discussed media reports about child abductions with their children in the past 
and did not ‘sugar coat’28 the story.  
 
Figure 15 - Discussing Media Reports with Children 
Affluent parents admitted to ‘sugar coating’ stories so as not to worry children. In relation to 
the Madeline McCann case, mothers lied about the details. Parents explained:  
A: ‘[Child] was seriously upset about Madeline. How did she get lost or 
who took her. He was crying at night, asking who took her, and kept 
talking about it. So, I said to my husband, we have to just lie and tell him 
                                                             
28 By ‘sugar coating I mean to ‘make superficially attractive or acceptable’ (OEDO, 2013)  
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that she was found. So we did. But he’d be quite sensitive and very - he’s 
quite deep. We didn’t want him to know the full story’ [Laura, Affluent].  
 
A: ‘I did explain the [Madeleine] story to him that they don’t really know 
what happened to her and that they think maybe she got lost and 
somebody must have found her and didn’t know who she was and you 
know hopefully she may be living with another family and she is happy 
but it has a fierce effect on him’ [Aoife, Affluent]. 
 
A: ‘I don’t want to frighten them. Of course they know about Madeleine 
McCann and they see it on the television on all the papers, but I don’t 
want to be harping on that because I don’t want to make them 
absolutely… in particular because he is very nervous anyway. And I think 
I would actually frighten the life out of him. I don’t always want to be 
going about it, because I think he’d turn into a nervous wreck [Nancy, 
Affluent]. 
 
Parents’ motivation for concealing some facts or behaviour was born out of care for the 
child and their safety and should not be criticised. However, without appropriate knowledge 
of risks, children are unable to construct strategies to cope with such risks (Leonard, 2006). 
Affluent children’s fear in relation to risk may also be heightened as a result of their limited 
knowledge. 
The care welfare of children was just as important for disadvantaged parents as affluent 
parents and I would not suggest otherwise. Instead, I would argue the distinction between 
parents approach to discussing media stories lies in their value of different characteristics. 
Disadvantaged parents value toughness over vulnerability. Their children need to be tough 
in order to interact successfully in their neighbourhood (Anderson, 1990; 1999). 
Cross-Overs between Dionysian and Apollonian Constructions 
I have argued that Irish parents’ constructions of childhood are class specific in that affluent 
parents perceive their children to be largely Apollonian in nature and disadvantaged parents 
perceive their children to be Dionysian in nature. However, the dichotomous traits of the 
Dionysian and Apollonian constructions of childhood can be seen acting interchangeably 
within both socio-economic groups in a minor capacity (see figure 16). For example, affluent 
parents acknowledged that their children could be mischievous and disadvantaged parents 
sometimes described their children as good.  
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Figure 16 –Class constructions of Childhood 
Figure 16 illustrates parent’s constructions of childhood where a parent’s dominant 
construction is evident at the surface but the characteristics of the subdominant 
construction can have underlying influences.  
Crossovers are notable in some minor discrepancies in parents’ responses. For example, one 
affluent mother was confident in her child’s ability to handle media stories about risk, thus 
deviating from an Apollonian construction albeit slightly. She said:  
A: ‘[Child] is very much aware of the media reports [about Madeleine 
McCann], that has been talked about but I’m very confident in his ability 
to cope with that’ [Tanya, Affluent]. 
Minor inconsistencies were also identified in disadvantaged parents’ responses. For 
example, although a Dionysian construction of childhood would suggest that children are 
naturally deviant; one parent was ambiguous on this point. He said:   
A: ‘when they’re small if you tell your child to throw a bit of paper in the 
bin, they’ll do it; it just sticks to them naturally’ [Greg, Very 
Disadvantaged].  
I would suggest that a child’s age is a factor in the adoption of Apollonian and/or Dionysian 
constructions of childhood. For example, it seems more commonplace that parents adopt 
an Apollonian construction of new-born babies and young infants, no matter what social 
group they belong.  
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5.2.4  Performance Parenting 
When answering questions in interviews, parents sometimes framed their responses. Based 
on Goffman’s theory of Dramaturgy (1959), which suggests that people act in different ways 
depending upon the setting, I would argue that parents were performing for the benefit of 
the interviewer. Parents wanted to convey a positive and normative image of their family. 
This made pinpointing their construction of childhood more difficult as I had to determine 
what was framed and what was underlying. Parents’ performances were identified through 
the discrepancies in their responses, particularly between initial responses and subsequent 
discussions over the course of an interview. The following sections provide a few examples 
where parents seemed to be ‘framing’ their responses and contradicting the wider dataset. 
In discussing children’s Dionysian tendencies, disadvantaged parents sometimes framed 
their responses around their ability to control their child’s unruly behaviour. For example, 
Lorraine mentioned that her daughter was barred from the local shopping centre for 
stealing. However, at the same time she noted:  
A: ‘I always say to her to always keep her receipts and to make sure she 
wasn’t shop-lifting or anything, and she’d always come home and show 
me her receipts’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
Although Lorraine admitted to the interviewer that her daughter could be difficult, she also 
suggested that she has control over the situation, thus presenting her parenting skills in a 
positive light. Other disadvantaged parents used comparisons in order to enhance the 
interviewer’s perception of their children. Parents were keen to divert attention from the ir 
children’s deviant behaviour. Two parents commented: 
A: ‘I have nieces and nephews in Mahon. I have a 7-year-old niece, she 
would she buy and sell Ben (13), never mind Annie (9) and Christopher (7), 
she is completely different. It’s a different setup in Mahon. My sister would 
kill me for this, but it’s survival of the fittest. I went to my sister’s house one 
day and my 5-year-old niece was shouting out the door to a traveller ‘I’ll 
tear you out of it boy’ [Monica, Transitional*]. 
Q: What time do your children go to bed? 
A: ‘there’s a fucking park there up the road and they [the children] are 
just let off out ‘til all hours. It’s those parents you want to talk to. But 
you’d be told to fuck off’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged].  
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Disadvantaged parents were much more defensive about their practices than affluent 
parents. Perhaps this is linked to the way in which disadvantaged parents engage with 
society, and perceive social classes outside of their own (Anderson, 1999). Furthermore, 
over-research in disadvantaged areas may have an impact upon parent’s experience of 
research, perhaps limiting their openness to researchers (Alderson and Morrow, 2011).  In 
summary, parents were found to manipulate their depiction of their family. It was important 
to acknowledge and identify these performances in order to deal more accurately with the 
data. Parent’s performance also raises questions about the reliability of parents’ responses 
when discussing the private sphere. 
5.2.5  Children’s Internalisation of Constructions 
The children whom I interviewed displayed some of the characteristics of the parent’s 
dominant construction. For example, the disadvantaged children were more independent, 
capable, cunning, and mischievous than affluent children. Similarly, affluent children were 
more innocent, dependent, and polite than disadvantaged children. Children’s differing 
behaviour became evident as parents, mostly disadvantaged parents, volunteered a number 
of difficulties they had with their children throughout the course of the interviews (see 
Table 13).   
 Wandered off 
when shopping 
Caught 
Drinking/ 
smoking 
Went outside 
the safety-zone 
In trouble with 
security 
guards/Gardaí 
Disadvantaged Children 2 1 3 2 
Affluent Children 1 0 0 0 
Table 13 – Qualitative account of children's deviant behaviour (Qualitative) 
Table 13 indicates that out of the 9 children with whom parents had difficulties, only one of 
these was from an affluent family. Furthermore, the deviant behaviour of the affluent child 
was minor in comparison to some of the disadvantaged children. The fact that differing 
characteristics can be found in affluent and disadvantaged children raises questions around 
the nature/nurture debate (Darwin, 1871). If, by the ages of six to ten, study children were 
displaying differing characteristics based on their social class then it would seem that 
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children have come to possess different habitual dispositions as a result of their socialisation 
and exposure to the social field.  
5.3.0  The Social Class Strand 
5.3.1 Introduction 
The constructions of childhood which parents attribute to children have been discussed in 
the previous section. Parents’ constructions of childhood can be categorised by social class 
because parents internalise the specific values and behaviours characteristic of their social 
group. The ways in which a dominant construction of childhood becomes part of a parent’s 
habitus is through interaction with their broader social group or field. Therefore, the 
dominant construction of childhood adopted by parents is influenced by the values that 
parents internalise through interactions both within their community and within their social 
class.  
5.3.2  Internalising Constructions of Childhood 
To examine whether or not Irish parents were influenced by discourses on parenting in 
public sphere, parents were asked a series of questions related to the promulgation of risk. 
Questionnaire results show that 33 (n=36) parents did take some action after being exposed 
to media coverage of threats to children (figure 17).  
 
Figure 17 - Parent's Reactions to Media Promulgated Risk  
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While most parents did have some reaction to media promulgation of childhood risk, 
affluent parents were more likely to react than disadvantaged parents. Due to their 
Apollonian construction of childhood, affluent parents have a heightened consciousness of 
the need for safety and protection of their children. The promulgation of threats in the field 
feeds into this heightened consciousness. Affluent parents also seem more susceptible to 
discourses on parenting which exist in the public sphere. One parent noted:  
A: ‘I think we’re not supposed to put pressure on kids these days…I mean 
I would obviously love him to be a top surgeon and have everything and  
marry someone brilliant and be happy, but if he doesn’t, well then… I 
would hate him to have no qualification’ [Laura, Affluent]. 
Laura used the words ‘not supposed to’ as if someone would reprimand her for going 
against the norms. Rutherford’s (2011) findings confirm this analysis claiming that expert 
culture is extremely prevalent amongst affluent families and parents are becoming 
increasingly aware of ‘good parenting practices’. I posit that public discourse on childhood 
and parenting has become internalised, albeit unconsciously, in the habitus of affluent 
parents, thus informing and supporting their use of child-surveillance. 
Alongside public discourse, peers can also influence parenting practices. Parents were asked 
if they ever altered their own parenting practices in line with the practices of others. At first 
parents were slow to admit that they succumbed to pressure but eventually admitted some 
influence. Parents answered:   
Q: Do you ever feel pressure to change your rules to make them similar to 
other parents’ rules? 
A: ‘We had a situation where I did feel a little bit guilty this year because 
while [the children] were all in bed asleep, I could hear other kids playing 
outside. In the neighbourhood I do get grief, it’s almost a cliché now or a 
joke at this stage because I’m so strict. My rules are bound to be [influenced 
by other parents], but I don’t want them to be. I suppose I’m more 
influenced by my sister’s rules’ [Tanya, Affluent]. 
Yeah, a bit I suppose. There was a dance there before Christmas. All her 
friends were going. I think they’re very young for that so I said no. Then she 
was saying, can I go this year and all her friends are going again so I said 
yeah okay, even though I’d rather not’ [Nancy, Affluent].  
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Claire admitted that she was less likely to leave her son alone because she feels she would 
be negatively judged. She said:  
What might other people say about him staying on his own? You have to 
explain yourself. It’s our choice whatever we want to do but other people 
would be very funny about that kind of thing, saying what is he doing on his 
own? They’d be thinking we’re terrible. So I try not to leave him [home 
alone]’ [Claire, Affluent]. 
These examples suggest that Irish parents are aware of broader social values surrounding 
childhood and parenting; and they have experienced pressure to behave in a normative 
way. These parents have tried to behave in a manner that is accepted by their social group.  
5.3.3  The Impact of Habitus and Field  
Evidence of the Disadvantaged Field 
Disadvantaged parents in Cork city have close ties to their locality, 6 (n=9) parents had family 
living in their neighbourhood and all parents said they knew their neighbours well. Parents 
said: 
A: ‘All the neighbours are great, we know them all and we know every 
fucking child, if [our children] are not at home then they’re in someone 
else’s house’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
I would argue that community ties are stronger in disadvantaged neighbourhoods, as 
children born in such areas tend to stay within close proximity of that community for much 
of their adult life. This can be due to the concentration of a large extended family in the 
locality, low family income, long-term unemployment and little or no progression within the 
education system (CSO, 2011). While new opportunities in education and employment have 
been responsible for increases in social mobility in the last ten years, the relative chances of 
children from marginalised class backgrounds gaining access to high-level positions still 
remains unequal (Bottero, 2005).  
Disadvantaged parents’ class identity was also revealed through a ‘them vs. us’ mentality. 
Greg’s interview had the clearest examples of this mentality. He said:  
A: ‘I drive a taxi ya know and you’d get a tip off a north side person who 
has no money before you’d get a tip off an ole snobby bitch from the city 
who ya know has loads ‘a money’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged].  
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A: ‘Madeline McCann. I blame the parents. Christ they left her alone. On 
holidays! I wouldn’t leave them alone on holidays. I think it is fucking 
stupid. They were so into themselves, fucking posh with their money. It’s 
the poor child I feel sorry for’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged]. 
According to Anderson (1999), members of disadvantaged social classes can often feel 
abandoned by the middle and upper classes and by broader social institutions. Greg’s 
‘othering’ of affluent parents enhances his connection with his own class and reinforces his 
class identity.  
The true value of community for disadvantaged parents is in sharing responsibility for 
parenting, forming strong community based identities, and generating feelings of sameness. 
Disadvantaged parents’ bonding with their own social class allows them to integrate their 
social network into their parenting practices. Figure 18 indicates that disadvantaged parents 
are more likely to trust their neighbours, particularly relatives living in the neighbourhood, 
to help with child-surveillance.  
 
Figure 18 - Methods of Surveillance (Quantitative) 
In total, 10 (n=23) disadvantaged parents said they know their neighbours would keep an eye 
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A: ‘There’s about 8 of us in the park and we just all get on. They would 
throw their kids into our house if they were going anywhere and we’d do 
the same, ya know’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘Everyone knows everyone around here and that helps with keeping 
an eye on [child]’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged].   
 
Open communication amongst local parents was expected. One mother described how she 
felt betrayed when this mode of communication was not honoured. She said: 
A: ‘Sarah and her friend…saw a keg of Heineken and Sarah was meant to 
keep watch while her friend was filling up a small bottle with the 
Heineken. But her mother caught them. I met the mother after and the 
fucking bitch never told me. I didn’t find out ‘til ages later, I was ragin’ 
[Angela, Very Disadvantaged].  
Disadvantaged children too were questioned about their links to their community. Their 
responses were similar to parents in that 50 (n=63) disadvantaged children said they know the 
adults living in their community and 14 (n=63) said that they have at one time or another 
gotten into trouble with these adults. I would suggest that getting into trouble with adults in 
the neighbourhood signifies a close community bond. Clearly, the neighbours do not feel 
they are restricted when it comes to disciplining the children in the community. This 
correlates strongly with parent’s openness to community surveillance.  
Evidence of the Affluent Field 
Affluent parents also value their communities and have family living close-by. In 
questionnaires, 9 (n=13) parents say that they know their neighbours well and 7 (n=13) parents 
have family members living in their neighbourhood. In interviews, affluent parents indicated 
that neighbours and neighbourhood is very important to them and to their children. Parents 
said:  
A: ‘I’ve a very good neighbourhood, I have a friend across the road…and 
she is always there if there is a problem’ [Monica, Transitional*].  
 
A: ‘The neighbours are brilliant. We all like have spare keys for people’s 
houses and if you’re ever stuck for anything you could call them,’ [Laura, 
Affluent].  
 
I would suggest that affluent parents value their neighbourhood as an important 
environmental factor in the social, physical, and emotional development of their child.  
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Some parents discussed the effort they made to insure good relationships with neighbours. 
Tanya commented:  
A:  ‘In this row, 11 houses, all the kids are on the same age. We make an 
effort to get together. We have a variety of little events. We have 
summer barbecues, we have Christmas drinks and we have girl’s nights 
out and things’ [Tanya, Affluent].   
 
Despite the importance of good neighbourly relations, affluent parents avoid leaving their 
children in the care of neighbours or friends for prolonged periods. Parents answered: 
Q: Would you ever leave [child] with your neighbours? 
A: ‘I don’t tend to leave them [the children] with neighbours because 
they have their own problems. They have their own kids and everything, 
but if there was an emergency, or a rush out there would be absolutely 
no problem’ [Tanya, Affluent]. 
 
A: ‘I have one neighbour in particular, she is a teacher, she is on 
maternity leave now actually. I know she would do it but I have never 
asked her’ [Penelope, Affluent].  
 
Instead, affluent parents take personal responsibility for being present with their child. 
Figure 18 (page 157) illustrates that 9 (n=10) affluent parents said they like to be physically 
present to supervise their children. In line with Beck (1995), I would argue that the increased 
dependency upon the child as the one constant relationship encourages the parent to 
become more invested in the child. They feel more comfortable being personally in control 
of their children’s surveillance. However, taking sole responsibility for supervision can be 
very stressful (Nelson, 2010). One parent noted: 
A: ‘When they’re out of my sight, I panic, they are dead. Once [child] ran 
straight out on the road and he was an inch from being killed by one of the 
neighbours who wasn’t expecting to see him. When I had that fright with 
[child] I couldn’t cope, that was really it then I don’t let them out anymore. 
Before I had children, I couldn’t care less. Kids make you worry about things 
a lot more. Don’t ever have children because they cause more stress’ [Emily, 
Affluent]. 
The data presented in this section suggests that the affluent field encourages a more 
individualised approach to parenting. Disadvantaged parents are much less concerned 
about taking sole responsibility for surveillance. Disadvantaged parents utilise their social 
capital within their community in order to keep their children safe.  
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Evidence of the Affluent Habitus 
In line with their Apollonian construction of childhood, affluent parents were more likely to 
value emotional connections with their children. I found affluent parents to be more 
encouraging of open discussion and claim to cherish children’s feelings and experiences. The 
manner in which affluent parents’ converse with their children differs from that of 
disadvantaged parents, particularly in relation to discipline (Bernstein, 1971). Affluent 
parents attempt to talk to their children and to explain rules in ways they will understand. 
Laura explained: 
A: ‘If [child] wanted to play in the green out the front my husband might 
say, ‘Well look, what if a car is out there and he has no helmet on, he 
could get knocked off,’ just a very basic explanation like…We’ve done 
our best to explain everything to him, we hope that he would do what 
we’ve told him or what we’ve advised him’ [Laura, Affluent]. 
Affluent parents also tended to be sympathetic, empathetic and compassionate in 
conversing with their children. For example, Vickie shows compassion even when her son is 
being very babyish. She said:  
A: ‘Evan is a cry baby, if you tickle him he could cry. I know that. But I 
mean I wouldn’t say to him. Like oh I’m sorry but toughen up? If 
something happens, he comes in, gets a kiss and a hug or whatever, and 
is sent on his way’ [Vickie, Affluent]. 
Parenting within the affluent habitus is more oriented towards long-term goals. Affluent 
parents discuss rules, discipline, and surveillance with their children in a bid to explain 
and/or teach their children the benefit of regulation.29  
Evidence of the Disadvantaged Habitus 
Disadvantaged parents converse differently with their children. Their environment and their 
perception of the child as Dionysian create a less sympathetic and compassionate 
interaction between parent and child. For example, Angela shows little compassion for her 
daughter’s fear when she says:   
A: ‘Annie is really frightened of the Travellers. The minute she sees them 
she’s starts screaming mam “they’re looking at me”. She runs away and 
                                                             
29 Section 5.4.0 will demonstrate that children are more accustomed to self-regulation than 
disadvantaged children. 
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locking the door. I say no wonder they want to kick the shit outta ya, 
you’re a pain in the arse’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged]. 
Parenting within the disadvantaged habitus is more oriented towards short-term goals. 
Parents’ discussions with children are aimed at evoking an immediate response from 
children rather than teaching them a life-lesson. There is a mass of literature suggesting that 
socio-economic classes have different parenting styles (Nixon, 2012; Bernstein, 1972). 
Considerable research has also documented that disadvantaged parents are less likely to 
engage in authoritative parenting (Hoff, Laursen & Tardif, 2002). Discussing the class 
differences in parenting practices and class habitus is significant because it helps to link 
parent’s constructions of childhood with their surveillance practices.  
5.3.4  Re-Producing Class using Capital 
5.3.4  (a) Accumulating Cultural Capital 
Adler and Adler have argued that children’s ‘extracurricular careers begin recreationally but 
continue through increasing levels of competitiveness, thus socializing…children who can 
afford participation at elite levels of competition to the corporate work values of American 
culture’ (quoted in Rutherford, 2011:109). In Ireland, children’s involvement in structured 
leisure activities is a direct method of gaining valuable capital. While all parents agree that it 
is beneficial for children to be involved in structured activities, there is a significant class 
difference in children’s uptake of such activities. This section will show that, along with a 
clear class difference in children’s uptake of activities, the type, cost, accreditation, and 
location of activities in which children take part are different. These differences are 
significant in children’s attainment of cultural and social capital and subsequently in re-
producing class inequality. 
Children’s Participation in Structured Activities 
This research has found that affluent children are more involved in structured leisure-time, 
which is adult-supervised and adult-directed, than disadvantaged children. Structured 
activity timetables (distributed as part of the qualitative activity pack) asked parents and 
children to indicate how many structured activities children attend per week. 12 (n=17) 
activity timetables were completed and returned.  Results are illustrated in Figures 19 (page 
162) & 20 (page 164). 
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Figure 19 – Number of Structured Activities Attended Per Week 
Three (n=7) affluent children attended more than five structured activities per week. Children 
volunteered their exhaustive activity schedule. They said:  
A: ‘Tuesdays I go swimming, Wednesdays I’m in the School of Music for 
the whole day - I have piano lab, piano and music period. That’s Art 
Musical Theatre and Dance. Thursdays I have dancing and on Fridays I’d 
probably go to a friend’s house. Then on Sundays, I’ve hockey. Last year I 
did choir but I’m not doin’ it this year’ [Elizabeth, 10, Affluent]. 
A: ‘I do a million [structured activities], soccer, swimming, rugby, gaelic 
football, tennis and gymnastics….Oh yeah and speech and drama. 
They’re after school but more on Saturday, First I go to rugby then have 
to rush to Nemo – to soccer then tennis… at the end of the day I have at 
least three showers’ [Callum, 7, Affluent]. 
Half of the affluent parents interviewed (n=10) confirmed that children spend more time in 
structured activities than playing outdoors. Nancy describes her son’s schedule:  
A: ‘He (7) does swimming, karate 2 nights a week, he’s now doing music 
2 days a week which is theory, he’s doing rugby on weekends and he’s 
doing soccer… literally Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and 
Friday after school they’re doing something so we keep them totally 
occupied’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
 
In contrast, no disadvantaged children took part in more than three per week. Overall, 1 (n=5) 
child participated in just one activity per week and 2 (n=5) took part in two activities per 
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week. Children most commonly describe playing in the neighbourhood after school rather 
than attending activities. Participants described: 
A: ‘After school I go home and I play soccer.  I watch a little bit of TV or 
I’d get my lizard and give him a rub.  And sometimes when I go inside I 
leave him ‘out ‘cause he’s okay with the dog’ [Jimmy, 9, Very 
Disadvantaged]. 
A: ‘Ally did dancing for a while and then she gave it up. She did girl 
guides for a while too. Sarah does nothing. It’s like trainspotting; they all 
just sit around’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged]. 
A: ‘Zara goes cooking on a Thursday evening. They used to do the 
swimming which they got fed up of’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
The children who do participate in adult supervised activities do so infrequently and the 
activities are less structured. During my visits to youth clubs, I found the more 
disadvantaged the club, the less control was exercised and the more children were present. 
Children were largely self-directed, simply using youth club facilities such as pool tables and 
games consoles to play with other children. Jerry and Angela noted: 
A: ‘Sometimes I go to Scouts and Youth club. We play games, board 
games. Sometimes one of the leaders from the Scouts lets us watch 
some DVDs’, [Jerry, 10, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Charting children’s activities reveals a class difference in the types of activities in which the 
study children participate. There is a crossover in just four activities in which both 
disadvantaged and affluent children participate, namely; soccer, swimming, dance and art.  
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Figure 20 - Types of Structured Activities Attended by Children  
Affluent children’s significant involvement in structured activities exposes them to a greater 
variety of activities than disadvantaged children. The most popular activities amongst 
affluent children were rugby, soccer, and speech and drama. Disadvantaged children were 
more likely to participate in youth clubs and modern dancing.  
Furthermore, the types of activities in which the affluent and disadvantaged children take 
part in have different cultural capital. Disadvantaged children more commonly participate in 
activities within their locality which are adult supervised but not necessarily aimed at skill 
development such as community centre activity groups. For affluent children, the range of 
skills provided by structured activities enables them to gain diverse skills and mix with 
children in their own social class. Tanya, Nancy and Aoife discussed the benefits of 
structured activities for children: 
A: ‘The [activities] all have different benefits. They go to soccer for 
inclusion, just to make sure that they can work in a team. The karate is 
for self-defence.… [child] is extremely placid; less of a boys-boy so he 
might need a little bit more help with that’ [Tanya, Affluent] 
A: ‘They’re learning to go on their own and be independent. Like the 
school of music set up is just lovely. I can drop her at the door, she goes 
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in, she has a phone that she can just ring me on and it still teaches her to 
be independent away from me’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
A: ‘I just feel that if they have an interest in something I encourage 
them…I would like to occupy her until she gets older and finds out what 
she wants to do herself… if I let her hang around the place too much, you 
don’t know how she might end up! She’d get into the routine of doing 
nothing which could be hard to break’ [Aoife, Affluent]. 
Every affluent child interviewed participated in more sports activities than any other 
activity. Since, their children do not regularly experience group dynamics in their own 
neighbourhoods, parents seek out group activities for their children aimed at encouraging 
them to play and interact in group situations. Nancy said: 
A: ‘We stayed [in this neighbourhood] we never moved and sometimes I 
think should we have moved to a place where the population was 
younger and there were children that they could be mixing with but they 
don’t have that here’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
The distinction between the types of activities in which affluent and disadvantaged children 
engage reflects the differing habitual expectations of parents.  
Transferable Competencies 
One of the ways children’s activities are recognised in national and international fields is 
due to their transferable competencies. By ‘transferable competencies’ I am referring to 
milestones which mark the child’s level of accomplishment, whether it is competing in 
championships or passing a grading. According to Horvat et al., (2007), any ‘competence’ 
becomes a capital insofar as it facilitates of appropriation a society’s ‘cultural heritage’ but is 
unequally distributed. In total, five (n=7) affluent children and two (n=5) disadvantaged children 
were enrolled in activities with transferable competencies. That is, 11 (n=18) activities require 
children to compete in an exam or tournament (see Table 14). Just 7 out of 18 activities had 
no exams.30 
 
 
                                                             
30 The seven activities with no formal exam, grading or competition are chess, gymnastics, 
youth club, beavers/scouts, art, skipping and dance.  
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Activity Type % affluent 
Children Taking 
Part 
% disadvantaged 
children Taking Part 
Competition 
Soccer 36% 24% Championship 
Rugby 36% - Tournament 
Speech & Drama 16% - Lamda exam 
Swimming 40% 16% Grading 
Gymnastics 16% - No exam 
Art 16% 8% No exam 
Music 36% - Theory exam 
Karate 16% - Gradings 
Gaelic Football 24% - Matches 
Horse Riding 8% - Horse Care and riding 
Tennis 8% - Tournaments 
Dance 16% 16% No exam 
Hockey 8% - Matches 
Chess 8% - No Exam 
Basketball 8% - Matches 
Scouts/Beavers - 16% No Exam 
Youth Club - 16% No Exam 
Skipping - 8% No Exam 
Table 14 - Structured Activities (Qualitative) 
Affluent children are more likely to participate in structured activities with assessments. 
Tanya, Chloe, and Rory explained the way the exams work: 
A: ‘Molly’s doing a poem in the FEIS in the under sixes with her Drama – 
they do an assessment of them basically, but it’s not a qualification so to 
speak…and David has to pass gradings in karate, he started on white 
belt and is working his way up’ [Tanya,  Affluent]. 
A: ‘In speech and drama, we do Lambda exams. You learn a scene of a 
play and you need to do a solo or a duet. You learn it off, then you read 
the book and the examiner will ask you questions’ [Chloe, 10, Affluent].  
A: ‘I do Rugby blitzes and Karate tournaments. The tournaments are 
Sparring and Katha. The Katha is like a routine. There are two people 
that come and see who’s better at it and who’s stronger’ [Rory, 7, 
Affluent]. 
Assessments can be very beneficial, they are forums for children to learn, to develop skills, 
to socialise and to make friends. However, the experience of competitions and assessments 
was not always positive for children. Some children admitted to being nervous about 
assessments and being disappointed when they didn’t win. Children described: 
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A: ‘I’m a green belt.  
Q: What’s the next colour?  
Purple. But then when you get a purple you go into this different hall and 
its way harder and there’s meaner teachers. 
Q: Do you ever get nervous when you’re going to a grading? 
A: ‘Yes, I always get a pain in my stomach’ [Rory, 7, Affluent]. 
 
A: ‘I play Soccer and rugby’.  
Q: And did you ever lose a game before?  
A: ‘Yeah’.  
Q: Were you sad?  
A: ‘Yeah’.  
Q: What your Mom say?  
A: ‘Okay, you can get them on the next one, maybe’ [Cory, 7, Affluent]. 
 
Failing an exam or losing a competition impacts more upon affluent children than 
disadvantaged children. Three (n=7) affluent children claimed they would be upset if they did 
not win a competition or failed an exam in a structured activity. Whereas, just one(n=5) 
disadvantaged child claimed they would be upset. Interestingly, parents have different 
views on children’s ability to cope with losing. Affluent parents overestimate the extent to 
which children would be upset in that 6 (n=10) affluent parents thought their children would 
be upset if they did not do well in assessments. In contrast, all disadvantaged parents (n=6) 
felt that children would not be affected by failing.  
Despite children’s anxiety, affluent parents were keen to note the benefits of competition. 
Tanya felt it was important for her child to understand the difference between competing 
and taking part. She seemed proud of her son when he realised the difference. She said:  
A: ‘Everyone gets a medal in soccer tournaments for taking part, Dave 
has lots of them. But when he got his medal for passing the Karate 
grading he was more excited. He told everyone this is my first real 
medal. He understood the difference which was good’ [Tanya, Affluent].  
Nancy too acknowledged that the competitive aspect of structured activities was difficult for 
her children but highlighted its benefits. She said:  
A: ‘The first time he was very upset when he didn’t win, I thought that 
was very hard because he was only 6. Whereas my husband was saying 
that it’s good for him to toughen up. But then he won in the next 
tournament. So that was ferocious like, it gave him fantastic confidence 
and it was brilliant’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
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Exposing children to a competitive hierarchical system at such a young age is preparing 
them for competing in a professional capacity later in life (Marano, 2008). I would argue 
that the pressure to succeed is clearly manifesting in children’s emotions, particularly those 
children who are anxious about competing.  
Varied Cost of Structured Activities 
It is unsurprising that there is a class difference in family’s financial investment in structured 
activities. Figure 21 visually illustrates this difference, with affluent parents paying a much 
higher price for children’s activities. The majority of affluent families pay in excess of €100 
per year for their child to attend activities, whereas the majority of disadvantaged parents 
pay less than €50 per child. 
 
Figure 21 – Parent’s Monetary Investment in Structured Activities 
Despite the fact that affluent parents have access to less expensive activities, they have 
enrolled their children in activities, which require a significant investment. Parent’s 
investment is reflective of their need to expose children to an appropriate peer group and 
valuable cultural capital. Parents noted:  
A: ‘I got a bill now this morning from the school of music for € 350 for 
the second term’ [Nancy, Affluent].  
 
A: ‘with the rugby and the rowing it’s just a yearly fee and they’re both 
cheap actually, I think it’s about €110 like for the year’ [Vickie, Affluent].  
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The financial cost of structured activities does dictate the type of activities in which children 
partake. Disadvantaged parents did not have the disposable income to fund children’s 
activities as affluent parents. Some parents mentioned that the cost of activities played a 
part in parent’s decision to continue with them. Leah noted: 
A: ‘For football its €3 twice a week…plus the insurance of €90 per year 
for a family but I could pay it in instalments so I did not have to pay for it 
all up front…they were reasonable if you shop around. They used to do 
swimming, for six weeks it was €60 each, so a tenner each week. Very 
expensive.  They did a couple of sessions but I couldn’t afford it... I 
dropped that one’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged]. 
In a small number of cases, disadvantaged children went to activities in the city centre such 
as dance classes. These activities were more expensive but were permitted because the 
child showed a real aptitude for them. Greg said: 
A: ‘Dancing is about €300 per child…but they really love to dance and 
we‘re doing a show in the youth club at the moment. [my daughter] will 
be up tomorrow to the club teaching them all the dance moves; she 
loves it [Greg, Very Disadvantaged]. 
For the most part, disadvantaged children’s activities were free and others are just a couple 
of euros. For example, youth clubs generally charge approx. €2 per child per session. If a 
child doesn’t participate there is no charge. This also means there is less pressure on 
children to attend.  
Commitment to Structured Activities 
Affluent parents demonstrated an acute commitment to providing access, funding and 
transport to structured activities. In line with the findings of Lareau (2009) and Caputo 
(2007), parents were willing to sacrifice their own time in order to support children’s 
involvement in activities. Mothers commented: 
A: ‘My son’s activities are on at the weekends, Saturday and Sunday. it 
would be nice if you weren’t up so early…I would prefer if [the activity] 
went on in school’ [Penelope, Affluent].  
 
A: ‘Fridays I mean I’m exhausted and I’m thinking, oh please no, but 
once you get there it’s grand again’ [Monica, Transitional*].  
 
 170 
A: ‘All of our efforts, especially at weekends, are taken up by the kid’s 
activities, and we’re – my husband is from the Midlands, and sometimes 
he wants to go home, and it’s like tough because we can’t go very often 
[Tanya, Affluent]. 
 
Parents’ commitment to structured activities suggests a motivation beyond simple skill 
acquirement. Not only do parents have to pay for activities and forfeit their weekends, 
often children must be driven long distances to attend activities. Questionnaires indicated 
that 6 (n=13) affluent parents spend more than four hours per week chauffeuring children 
from activity to activity. Vickie discussed her experience of chauffeuring: 
A: ‘With the three of them I’m like a taxi, the two of us are actually. Like, 
our middle fella has something on every single day of the week. It’s 
hectic especially at the weekends you know. I mean in fairness, there are 
two of us, so at least it isn’t too bad, we can share it, but its hectic like’ 
[Vickie, Affluent]. 
The results indicate that parents’ support of structured activities serves three important 
purposes. Firstly, parents expose their children to valuable social and cultural capital. 
Secondly, parents are confident that children are safe and supervised during structured 
activities. Thirdly, parents themselves gain the benefit of their children’s success by proxy. 
5.3.4  (b) Accumulating Social Capital 
According to Putnam (2000), social capital refers to the collective value of 'social networks’. 
This research has found that social capital takes different forms and has different values for 
affluent and disadvantaged families in Ireland. For affluent families, regular attendance at 
structured activities awards parents the opportunity to control their child’s peer group, thus 
limiting their children’s exposure to diverse classes, ages, and ethnicities. In contrast, 
disadvantaged families gain valuable social capital through unstructured activities. 
Children’s interactions in the street encourage their acquisition of important knowledge and 
experience that allows them to be respected within their community. Children’s peer groups 
and exposure to social networks are therefore intrinsic to their social capital. 
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Figure 22 – Children’s Peer Group Trends by Social Class  
Figure 22 illustrates a clear difference in affluent and disadvantaged children’s primary peer 
groups. The majority of disadvantaged children spend their time socialising with groups of 
friends rather than participating in individual play-dates. They have friends living in their 
locality and on their street. In contrast, affluent children spend time with peers on a one-to-
one basis. They tend not to have friends living on their street and spent time playing with 
siblings or small groups of friends.  
Social Capital in Affluent Families 
Affluent children’s busy schedule of structured activities means that they spend less time 
playing outdoors in their community and have a smaller network of local friends. Instead, 
affluent children’s peer groups originate from school. Children described:   
A: ‘there’s the Murphy’s in the house just across the way. They’re pretty 
much the only ones. I think they’re eleven or twelve, I don’t really know’  
[Evan, 10, Affluent].  
 
A:  ‘Shayne is my best friend, he’s in my class. He only came to my house 
once. Did you ever go to his house? No’ [Rory, 7, Affluent].  
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Children’s drawings were a good indicator of affluent children’s experience of peer groups. 
Figure 23 consists of three drawings created by affluent children. These drawings all depict 
children participating in solo activities.  
 
Figure 23 – Affluent Children Drawings (L TO R:  Lacey (7), Elizabeth (10), Abbey (10)). 
To tackle children’s diminished social circle in their communities, parents organise ‘play-
dates’ during leisure-time. A play-date is ‘a social occasion arranged for children to play 
together’ (OEDO, 2013). Play dates occur usually on a one-to-one basis, generally with 
children from school but sometimes also with children after-school activities. Through the 
use of play-dates and structured activities, affluent children’s exposure to peer-group 
dynamics, children of varying ages, ethnicities, and differing socio-economic classes is 
reduced. Many of the activities in which children partake, such as rugby or music theory 
comprises of a fairly homogenous group of children. Nancy acknowledged the lack of 
diversity in her children’s structured activities, saying: 
A: ‘It’s the same children all the time, like when she started in the school 
of music and there were some of her swimming crowd there who started 
dancing. It’s the same children, families we seem to meet at the same 
activities’ [Nancy Affluent].  
I would argue that the homogeneity of children in affluent structured activities is not 
accidental. Affluent families have a wider selection of activities from which to choose due to 
their financial means and their willingness to travel. Some parents admitted to favouring 
certain activities over others and playdates over unstructured outdoor play. Control was 
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important for parents because they felt that if their children mixed with the wrong crowd, 
they may pick up bad habits. Parents commented: 
A: ‘I feel I can totally control who they play with and where they go. I 
don’t think that I’m suited to the kind of a park where you can’t turn the 
child away from the door. For us it’s all arranged. I arrange for someone 
to come over. At the weekends, we would arrange for them to meet up 
with their friends. So I can control who they’re with’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
A: ‘We did live somewhere on holidays and I was careful, if not paranoid 
about who they were playing with. There was a family across the way 
that they got quite friendly with. I would let those kids into our villa but I 
would not get ours into theirs… They weren’t really our kind of people. I 
didn’t want to give mine the same freedom as they were getting’ [Tanya, 
Affluent]. 
It would seem that alongside the social and cultural capital benefit of small homogeneous 
peer groups and selected structured activities, parents’ opportunity for surveillance is 
increased which gives them a greater sense of control.  
Social Capital in Disadvantaged Families 
As disadvantaged children tend to spend more of their leisure-time in unstructured pursuits, 
their social capital is gained via social networks within their locality. The heightened value of 
community and the limited possibilities for social and cultural capital acquisition means that 
disadvantaged children spend more time in unstructured play with local children. Hanging 
out on the street is a normalised practice in which the majority of local children partake. 
Disadvantaged children are regularly exposed to large group dynamics. More than half of 
the disadvantaged children interviewed and who completed questionnaires said they 
normally play with a group of friends rather than just one or two. Christopher explains: 
A: ‘I go out with my friend Jamie, my sister Aileen. A girl called Megan, a 
girl called Ciara, a girl called Jade, and a girl called Lily’ [Christopher, 7, 
Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Disadvantaged children’s pictures reflect similar experiences to that of Christopher (see 
Figure 24 (and Figure 9 on page 127). 
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Figure 24 – Annie’s (9) Drawing 
Disadvantaged children’s social groups are not as homogenous as those of affluent children. 
They incorporate a range of ages and genders. Children described:  
A: ‘I have four of my friends in the park. I’m the oldest of them. There’s 
one from next door, he’s my best friend and there’s two months between 
us. Another one of them then is like, two years older I think’ [Jimmy, 9, 
Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘Sometimes ma gives out a little bit, Yup, she says to go out and play 
with other girls, not with the boys, but I play with boys anyway’ [Gail, 6, 
Very Disadvantaged].  
 
According to Killen and Rutland, groups have the potential to ‘play both positive and 
negative roles in children’s lives’ (2011: 120). On the one hand, the inclusivity of peer groups 
exposes children to the behaviours of older children and can increase the risks of teen 
pregnancy, involvement in gangs and anti-social behaviour. However, children’s 
membership of local peer groups can also serve as important social capital. Peer groups 
provide a means to assert individual and collective identities. According to Berns, ‘children 
develop their identities through meaningful interaction and accomplishment in their peer 
groups’ (2011: 267). Through interaction with peer groups children learn to voice their 
opinion, to get along with others and to negotiate disputes. Gail notes:  
A: ‘Sometimes we [friends] fight. We just go back in the house, and we 
won’t answer the door if it is them again, we want to play that game 
and they don’t want to so we don’t answer the door to them’ [Gail, 6, 
Very Disadvantaged]. 
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The skills children learn about group dynamics and the street smarts they gain through their 
exposure to the street should be considered the social capital of disadvantaged children.  
5.3.5 Additional Factors – Gender, Age & Family Structure  
 
Along with socio-economic class, there are a number of factors, along with socio-economic 
class, that can affect how families experience and practice surveillance. The structure of the 
family, the number of siblings the child has, the age of the child, their position in the family, 
whether the child lives with one or both parents, the gender of the child, the employment 
of the parents etc. are influential on the child’s everyday experience. This section, will 
explore some of the factors that may affect children’s experience of surveillance. As these 
factors were not the primary focus of my research, the findings presented here are 
preliminary and sometimes anecdotal. 
5.3.5  (a) Family Structure 
Over the last two decades, the structure of the family has begun to change in Ireland (CSO, 
2011). My research has demonstrated that the traditional family unit still prevails, with the 
majority of participating families consisting of two parents and more than one child.  
One vs. Two Parent Families 
In this research, just two out of the sixteen parents interviewed were single parents. The 
label ‘single parent’ encompasses many different groups with varying circumstances i.e. 
teenage mothers, widowed parents and divorced parents. Both single parents interviewed 
were from disadvantaged communities and grew up nearby. Their financial situation and 
the fact that both mothers have larger than average size families of four children, limited 
their opportunities for social mobility. The family circumstances of the single-parent 
households were different from those of two-parent families. The financial situation is one 
clear difference. These parents are less comfortable financially than other two parent 
families, even within disadvantaged areas.  For instance, Leah is the only parent that openly 
discusses moving her child from one activity and into another because of the price. Patricia 
is unemployed and largely depends on welfare allowance and maintenance. She lives in a 
small council house with her four children and some comments suggest that money is tight. 
For example, she says she is having the house phone cut off because she doesn’t use it 
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enough to pay for it. Leah works part-time but her availability for work is limited because 
she has to be at home when her children are there. She describes her work situation: 
 
A: ‘I work in the mornings and I do one evening. The evening I work – I 
would be here during the day so I’d pick them up, I do their homework, I 
feed them and then I drop to Anna’s [my sister]. When I finish work then 
I pick them up on my way back which is at seven. It’s only three hours a 
day so it’s grand’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged] 
 
The most significant distinction between the responses of single mothers and mothers in 
two parent families is the significant role that the extended family plays in their lives and 
the lives of their children. Patricia’s daughter describes going to her grandmother’s house 
for dinner, saying:  
A: ‘After school I walk a little bit of the way with my brother and then my 
mam picks me up in the car, then we drive to our nannies and have 
dinner and then go back home’ (Gail, 6, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
For Gail, having dinner with her mother and siblings in her grandmother’s house is a regular 
occurrence. Patricia’s mother assumes responsibility for the surveillance of her 
grandchildren at times when Patricia has to run errands. Gail describes being left in her 
grandmother’s house and waiting for her mother to return: 
A: ‘My mom drop me off to my nannies when she has gone to soccer to 
collect Erik , I will ask her how much minutes and then she says five more 
minutes’ [Gail, 6, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Leah also has a strong family ties which she calls upon regularly. Leah has two sisters and 
two brothers and she lives with her children in the family home. As a result, she knows all 
the neighbours and she would have grown up with many of the mothers who now have 
children in the area. When Leah is in work one evening per week, she relies on her sister to 
look after her children. In return, she collects her sister’s youngest daughter after school:  
A: ‘On Mondays they go to my sisters and then Wednesday I collect Ally 
as well, she comes up here after school’ [Leah Very Disadvantaged]. 
Furthermore, unlike two-parent families who are more likely to chauffeur their children to 
activities, the single parents I interviewed are less likely to do so. Leah claims that she is not 
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in a position to allow her child to join the scouts with his friend because it’s not located near 
their neighbourhood;  
A: ‘He’s just looking to join the Scouts and he’s looking to join 
Taekwondo, but I haven’t got around to that.” “I’m looking for someone 
to go with him. He does know one person, but he doesn’t live here in my 
neighbourhood. He thinks because he knows someone that goes to the 
Scouts he can go.  He’s thinks like, no problem, but I can’t take him in 
there’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged] 
 
Children of single parents certainly have more freedom than other children. Leah does not 
put stringent limits on her ten year old daughter and Patricia allows her son to cycle to the 
shop. They described: 
A: ‘There would be people that she knows kind of two parks down but 
that’s as far as she is allowed to go’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged].   
 
A: ‘Normally, he’d take off on the bike, if he’s going out to the park, he 
could cycle to the shop. He would be reminded to check the roads’ 
[Patricia, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
5.3.5  (b)  Parent’s Employment Status 
The publication of ‘good’ parenting manuals, the popularisation of parenting programmes 
and the emphasis on parental responsibility for child development evokes a sense of duty in 
parents, particularly mothers. It follows then that women would feel it necessary to change 
the terms of their employment when having a child. In fact, this research has revealed that 
69% of mothers have altered their previous working conditions to suit their needs as a 
mother. Whether a mother or father is a full-time parent, full-time employee or shares both 
roles on a part-time basis affects their commitment to surveillance in different ways.  
Stay-at-Home Moms:  
Data from this research shows that six of the sixteen (37.5%) parents interviewed were not 
in employment at the time of the interview. Interestingly, almost two thirds of these 
mothers are from affluent communities.  These mothers have consciously chosen to leave 
employment and stay home with their children. The decision to be a stay-at-home mom 
brings its own pressures. Pressure to be a ‘good’ parent. Pressure to ensure that children 
are supervised. It can also be an isolating experience depending on what community the 
parent lives in. One mother said:  
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A: ‘There are only about two stay home moms in the estate, so it’s 
kind of dead during the day. Without the kids it’s a bit boring. I would 
be the only mother in the estate, during the day, the others are 
working so the kids aren’t here either” [Emily, Affluent] 
 
The lack of stimulation and need to be a ‘good’ parent increases the parents’ attention on 
the child. Marano (2008) suggests that the child becomes a new project for the parent who 
is used to the professional environment. Of the two disadvantaged parents who are at 
home with their children during the day, both have been long term unemployed. One 
mother is a single mom and one is financially supported by her husband who works full 
time. Neither of these women have the intention of returning to work.  
Part-Time Employment:  
In addition to the six parents who are full time stay-at-home moms, seven mothers work 
part-time with flexible hours tailored to the needs of their children. 86% of the parents who 
work part time are from affluent communities. These parents have altered their 
employment status after having children. The fact that parents are at home with their 
children during the day has a very positive influence on the relationship between the parent 
and the child. However, it also increases the possibility for direct surveillance rather than co-
operative, technological or covert surveillance which parents who work may exercise more 
often.  
Full – Time Employment:  
Finally, three of the sixteen parents interviewed are out of the house on a full-time basis. All 
three parents, one father and two mothers, live in disadvantaged communities. One of the 
mothers included in this section is a full-time student who returned to college to pursue a 
degree. Overall, full-time working parents represent just 19% of the parents interviewed. 
These working parents rely on family and community in helping to supervise their children.  
5.3.5  (c) Family Size 
The size of the family into which a child is born can affect the experiences of the child. 
According to Beck and Beck-Gernsheim (1995), a declining birth rate contributes to 
increased intimacy between a parent and child. Parents devote more of their time, energy 
and money in a smaller number of their children. However, the smallest family unit 
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participating in the qualitative aspect of this study had two children, thus correlating with 
the fact that family size in Ireland is still larger than other European countries (Williams et 
al., 2009).  
Two Children Families: 
The vast majority of two children families (83%) I interviewed lived in affluent communities. 
All of the parents who had two children were married and half were stay-at-home mothers. 
As such, the most significant distinction between smaller families and larger families is the 
amount of time parents can dedicate to the individual children. There is also less 
competition for resources, therefore, parents can invest more financially into the 
development of each individual child. Nancy says:  
A: ‘We only have 2 children, and I’d like them to do as much as they can 
for as long as we can give it to them and I think it’s very good for them 
and I would actually forfeit something for myself rather than make them 
give something up really’ [Nancy, Affluent].  
Parents are also more aware of their children’s whereabouts. It is difficult to say whether 
this is more significantly influenced by socio-economic factors or family size but perhaps 
both have an important role to play.  
Larger Families  
Families with three children were common in both disadvantaged and affluent 
communities. A total of 7 out of the 16 families I interviewed had three children, 57% of 
these were affluent families and 43% were disadvantaged families. More than half of the 
parents with three children spend time in the home as they do not work full time. The 
presence of the parent in the home increases the opportunity for physical surveillance and 
reduces the need for parents to rely upon neighbours, family or friends in monitoring 
children. Finally, families with four or more children were much rarer than two or three 
children families. Just 4 out of 16 families interviewed had four children. Interestingly, half 
of these families were single-parent households.  
 
Research suggests that the more children in a family, the more likely the parent is to revert 
to punitive strategies of discipline (Williams et al., 2009: 47). Perhaps this points to a lack of 
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control on behalf of the parent. Maintaining prolonged control over four or more children 
on a consistent basis is almost impossible, particularly in single-parent households. These 
parents have less time to practice physical surveillance and must rely more on neighbours 
and friends for support. They are more likely to resort to technological and co-operative 
surveillance practices. They have less financial means to enrol children in multiple paid 
structured activities and they have less time to chauffeur or escort children to school and 
around the city.  
5.3.5  (d)  The Age of the Child  
While participants in this research ranged in age from 6 to 10 years, Table D in Appendix I 
illustrates that the majority of parents interviewed across both affluent and disadvantaged 
classes had study children aged in the upper age range of 9 or 10 years. However, there was 
still some evidence that parents relate to their children differently based on their age. For 
example, questionnaires indicate that the older the child the more likely they are to be 
allowed to walk to school. For instance, 12 (n=16) disadvantaged nine-year-olds are driven to 
school. This decreases with age so that by the age of ten, 11 (n=24) disadvantaged children are 
driven and the rest walk to school.  
In previous sections, instances of concealed surveillance were identified. However, it would 
seem that parents feel less comfortable with using concealed surveillance with older 
children. For example, Angela discusses how she changed her concealed behaviour when 
her eldest daughter became a teenager. Angela claimed to have read her daughter’s diary 
on an on-going basis without her knowledge when she was a child. However, she said:  
A: ‘I used to read Sarah’s diary all the time, I thought that she was still 
too young to be putting anything that private in it, so what harm’. Then I 
read that she kissed Ben Johnson. I stopped readin’ it after that, like, 
now that she’s older [13] it’s not really right’ [Angela, Very 
Disadvantaged]. 
There was also a difference in parents’ perception of the child’s capabilities at certain ages. 
Firstly, parents of both socio-economic classes were less likely to convey a construction of 
babies or infants as Dionysian in nature. Secondly, Figure 13 (page 145) indicates that 5 (n=10) 
affluent parents interviewed felt that their child was too young to travel to school 
unaccompanied while only 1 (n=6) disadvantaged parent agreed. In this sense, parent’s 
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perceptions are fed by the dominant constructions of childhood in their perspectives classes 
with Apollonian children being too innocent and Dionysian children too unruly.  
Parents differing perceptions also fed into children’s self-perception. Of the disadvantaged 
children interviewed, 3 (n=9) claimed they were old enough to look after themselves. 
Unsurprisingly, this figure decreased with age meaning the older the child, the more capable 
they considered themselves. Within affluent families, children considered themselves less 
capable, 12 (n=12) affluent children feeling they were too young to walk to school alone. 
Children also indicated that, because of their age, they were not able to handle certain 
situations. Chloe answered:  
Q: Would you ever like to be home on your own? 
A: ‘I don’t know. Like I’d be scared, but if I was older I would. But I would 
kind of be scared at my age, you know of someone knocking on the 
doors or something’ [Chloe, 10, Affluent]. 
 
I would argue that age is often an excuse used by parents who do not want to give children 
additional freedom. Quotes from parents throughout this chapter illustrate parents’ 
willingness to give children additional freedom at some future age. However, the goal posts 
are flexible as Nancy illustrates:  
Q: Does she ever take a bus to school?  
A: There is a bus that goes…it actually pass through her school. We were 
saying maybe in a year’s time when she’s older. But actually now with 
the issue with school bags; their school bags are unbelievably heavy for 
primary school, I just don’t know. We’ll wait and see [Nancy, Affluent]. 
 
Many of the graphs in this chapter indicate that affluent parents felt children were too 
young to travel to school alone, to be at home alone, or to play outside unsupervised.  
However, when discussing their children, parents had the same rules for younger and older 
children thus indicating that parents did not significantly distinguish age differences 
between 6 and 10 years. Therefore, I would argue that within the limited age range of 6 and 
10 years, age has less of an impact on parent’s surveillance practices than it would have 
with teenagers or older children.  
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5.3.5  (e)  The Child’s Position within the family 
It would seem from the data that it’s not only age that can play an important role in 
children’s surveillance experiences but also their position within the family. According to 
Howe, ‘the natural power differences that result from the age difference between siblings 
mean that two children are likely to have different experiences in the same family ‘(2006: 3). 
Within sociology, the study of sibling relationships has been by-passed by the study of the 
parent-child relationship. Yet the data from parent and child interviews would suggest that 
birth order and siblings relationships may be important as processes within the family are 
multidirectional i.e. siblings influence siblings, parents influence siblings and siblings 
influence parents. All of the study-children in this research had siblings. Overall, 6 (29%) 
children interviewed were the oldest sibling in the household, 11 (52%) children were the 
youngest children in the family and 4 (19%) were neither the oldest nor youngest (middle 
child).  
 
Six of the children I interviewed were the oldest children in the household, five of these 
lived in affluent communities. Although many of the mothers were the same age across 
both socio-economic cohorts, eldest children in affluent families were 10 years or younger. 
This is symptomatic of the fact that affluent Irish mothers are delaying motherhood (CSO, 
2012).  Disadvantaged children were more likely to have older siblings than affluent children 
interviewed. Their siblings were often older than 10 years-of-age thus exceeding the age 
limit for the study.  
 
The fact that half of the middle class children I interviewed were eldest children may 
contribute to some of the strict surveillance practices highlighted by this research. Parents 
are more likely to be anxious about the surveillance of their first-born when they are young. 
One parent noted: 
A: ‘Because she is my eldest, I suppose she is more restricted and I 
suppose he [my youngest] is doing things at his age that she never did at 
her age’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
In larger families, parents often rely on older siblings to help with siblings (Howe, 2006). 
Older children are sometimes given responsibility for the surveillance of younger children. In 
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interviews, parents from both disadvantaged and affluent communities discussed the trust 
they placed in the eldest sibling. They commented: 
A: ‘I would trust Sarah to bring Ally to school if they left early enough 
and they get there on time there wouldn’t be problem’ [Angela, Very 
Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘I wouldn’t leave him for that long, nearly always one of his older 
brothers would be here so there would be very little time when he’d be 
on alone like’ [Vickie, Affluent].  
 
A: ‘The only one who would be here on their own would be the oldest. 
Sometimes I leave Declan with him, if I’ve to go out shopping and he 
didn’t want to come I would leave them both together’ [Leah, Very 
Disadvantaged]. 
Eldest children are also without the influence of older siblings who may encourage them to 
be bolder in their actions. Eldest siblings can therefore seem more reliable than younger 
siblings. It has been argued that ‘first-born siblings engage in leadership and teaching roles, 
whereas second-born siblings are more likely to imitate, follow and be a learner’ (Howe, 
2006: 3).  Parents confirmed: 
A: ‘Jimmy, oh yeah, I gave him his freedom… He would be fine and 
responsible alright, the girls no, I prefer to keep them kind of closer to 
home, now a while, Gail is 6 but I don’t trust her at all’ [Patricia, Very 
Disadvantaged].  
 
Of the youngest children I interviewed 6 were from affluent families and 5 were from 
disadvantaged families. Having older siblings affected children’s experiences. Influences 
from older children were evident in both positive and negative ways. Nancy felt that there 
were obvious differences between children with older siblings and those who are the eldest 
in the family. She said: 
A: ‘There are girls in her class that have older sisters; they are more 
streetwise and kind of cute. They want to do things that their older 
sisters want to do…In school you can see the difference in the second, 
third and fourth child, you know the ones that have older sisters. They 
know the drill. I suppose they have a bit more freedom because they’re 
the second or third child, and they’re well able to stand up for 
themselves’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
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In disadvantaged communities, older children were given more freedom and younger 
children were exposed to more risky behaviour by association. However, younger siblings 
were also able to rely on older siblings for protection and guidance. Nancy and Ally explain: 
 
A: ‘For a boy he is very timid. There is no way he would wander away 
from her, if they go anywhere he’s always stuck to to her like glue, 
there’s no way he’d go out on his own’ [Nancy, Affluent].  
 
Q: Do you ever leave the park on your own? 
A: ‘I would go with my sister if my mom let me’ [Ally, Very 
Disadvantaged].  
 
There is evidence to suggest that children with older siblings are left at home in the 
supervision of siblings rather than adults on occasion, thus allowing them to experience 
leisure time without parent supervision. However, two out of the three children that  
experienced this had siblings who were 18 and older so they were never really without adult 
supervision. 
5.3.5  (f)  The Impact of Gender 
There was a balanced mix of boys (10) and girls (11) interviewed during the course of this 
research. While gender has been discussed in previous research as a factor affecting the 
surveillance of children (Lareau, 2009), there was little evidence to suggest that parents 
behaved significantly differently towards male and female children. For example, there is 
evidence of parents using concealed surveillance, technological surveillance and co-
operative surveillance with both boys and girls alike.  
Perhaps the lack of evidence to suggest a gender difference in surveillance is because of the 
age of the children in question. The age range of child participants was very young (6-10) 
and it is possible that as children grow and become teenagers they will experience more 
distinct gender differences both in terms of their parents constructions of childhood and in 
terms of the rules and surveillance parents will enforce.  
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Interestingly, two parents (n=16) did intimate that they were more likely to trust their 
daughters as opposed to their sons. In one case, the parent went so far as to suggest that 
boys were less intelligent and less capable than girls. For example, Nancy said:  
A: ‘He’s a real eejit [son aged 7] you could fool him, he wouldn’t know at 
all. Boys are not like girls. She’s a bit cuter [daughter aged 10] but I 
would still keep tabs’ [Nancy, Affluent]. 
The view that boys were easier to manipulate than girls would be an interesting topic for 
further study. The other gender difference identified in this research was that boys tended 
to have larger peer groups than girls. In line with Berns, who notes ‘boys tend to have more 
extensive social supports and girls, more intimate ones’ (2011: 268), conversations with 
boys such as Christopher illustrated that they have an extensive list of friends whereas girls 
such as Chloe discussed only one or two good friends.  Peer networks also vary based on 
socio-economic class with disadvantaged children have wider networks than affluent 
children so it is difficult to ascertain which is more influential, gender or class. 
Where gender played a larger role in this research was in the anecdotal evidence from 
parents claiming that there is a gender difference in the way mothers and fathers approach 
surveillance practices. According to the female participants of this study, mothers take more 
responsibility for surveillance than do fathers. They claimed that fathers are less anxious 
about risk, respond less severely to media stories about child-abduction etc., and are less 
comfortable with concealed surveillance practices. As fathers did not really engage with this 
research (I interviewed only one father), I have little quantifiable evidence of a gender 
difference in surveillance parenting. I would suggest that further research is warranted into 
the relationship between father and child, fathers’ surveillance behaviours and the values 
fathers place on children’s structured and unstructured leisure-time. This would require a 
significant effort to specifically target male participants during the recruitment and 
interview process.  
5.3.6   Conclusion 
The empirical data gathered throughout the course of this research illustrates the 
importance of social class in shaping Irish children’s experience of leisure-time and 
surveillance. The data indicates that affluent children are experiencing similar surveillance 
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trends to those in the UK, US, and Europe. There are additional factors such as age, gender, 
family size and position in the family, which may have an influence on parent’s surveillance 
of children. Yet, disadvantaged children experience more surveillance than disadvantaged 
American children (Lareau, 2003; Anderson, 1999), however, their experience of leisure-
time is still very different from affluent children in Cork city. The next strand of analysis will 
look at the ways in which the class trends, social constructions, and surveillance practices 
identified in previous sections impact upon the child’s experience of agency in practice.  
5.4.0  The Agency Strand 
5.4.1  Introduction 
In this research agency is defined as the child’s capability to negotiate with their experience 
in order to achieve a new outcome. The definition of children’s agency in this research is 
based on the work of Giddens and Foucault who present agency as the capability to ‘do 
otherwise’ (Giddens, 1984) or to ‘resist’ (Foucault, 1980). The following section will outline 
the ways in which children’s agency is affected by surveillance practices, and will identify 
the differences between affluent and disadvantaged children’s agency. Foucault (1995) 
posited that surveillance serves the purpose of harbouring self-regulation. I will argue that 
Irish children’s consistent exposure to surveillance has caused them to internalise their 
parents’ gaze, thus contributing to class-bound expressions of agency. 
5.4.2  Children’s Agency in Structured Leisure-Time  
One of the ways in which children can express their agency is in deciding to enrol in a 
structured activity and attending each week. However, not all children are given the 
opportunity to participate in these decisions. A significant 7 (n=10) affluent parents say they 
personally choose the structured activities in which their children participate. Children’s 
responses confirm these statistics with 3 (n=12) affluent children claiming that they choose 
their own activities and 5 (n=12) children claiming their parents make the choice (see Figure 
25).  
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Figure 25 - Perceptions of Who Chooses Structured Activities 
There is a discrepancy between parents and children’s responses to this question as parents 
sometimes manipulate children into thinking it is their choice to join a structured activity 
when they are actually guiding the decision. Nancy and Tanya noted: 
A: ‘[The children] like to think they’ve chosen [the activities] themselves, 
but – they were certainly pointed in certain directions…the rugby was 
more of dad’s choice, but there were some guys in school going as well 
so he was happy to go along and the soccer, the same. With swimming I 
had to coax a lot’ [Tanya, Affluent]. 
A: ‘The music I was mad for her to do and she does really like it. She 
might not excel in it, but she’d be good. She’s just kind of a good all-
rounder you know. Rory needs a bit more coaxing, we don’t insist what 
after-school things he does but we’d kind of coax him because I know 
that he’d really like it’ [Nancy Affluent]. 
A parent’s involvement in a particular sport increased the chances of the child’s involvement 
in that sport, further proving that children have less input in the choice of activity in which 
they partake. Both parents and children were aware of this dynamic. They said:  
A: ‘I do Rugby, soccer, swimming, karate and school of music’.  
Q: Did you choose to do all of them yourself?  
A: ‘Well, I didn’t choose the rugby.  
Q: What happened?  
A: ‘I didn’t really want to play rugby. But my dad, he was on the Munster 
team’ [Rory, 7, Affluent]. 
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A: ‘[My husband] was fierce involved in sport [he coaches a rugby team], 
he wanted them to get involved in a team sport, so he started them in 
rugby’ [Nancy, Affluent].  
 
A: ‘Their dad used to play soccer so he takes it seriously and now they 
sleep, live, and breathe soccer. They love the matches’ [Emily, Affluent].  
Parents’ commitment to structured activities signifies the importance of activities to 
parents, thus supporting the argument that parents regulate their children’s activities in 
order to gain capital for themselves and their children (Lareau, 2003). Parent’s enforcement 
of participation in structured activities can lead to children disliking the activity or wanting 
to stay home. Children said:  
Q: Do you always have to go to rugby even though you don’t like it?  
A: Yea always 
Q: And when you go, do you like it?  
A: ‘Only at the end when we play tip rugby…I’d like to stay in bed [Rory, 
7, Affluent]. 
 
Q: Would you prefer to be home or in activities sometimes? 
A: ‘At home, on Fridays especially ‘cause we’ve have no homework and 
you could just… do nothing. My Mom said that I’m allowed give up 
something when I go into secondary school, so I’ll probably have a bit 
more time then’ [Elizabeth, 10, Affluent]. 
 
Despite the fact that affluent children are not given much choice about which structured 
activities they attend, for the most part, children perceive organised activities to be part of 
everyday life. For the most part, affluent children do not rebel against their hectic schedules 
of structured activities. The lack of rebellion may be associated with the fact that children’s 
friends are present at structured activities and experience similar schedules. Children’s 
experiences are normative when compared to these peers.  
Children from disadvantaged communities are more involved in choosing the structured 
activities they attend. 20 (n=23) disadvantaged parents who completed questionnaires and all 
parents interviewed claim that children choose their own structured activities. Children 
largely support these statistics with just 5 (n=6) disadvantaged children claiming that they 
chose their structured activities for them. Disadvantaged parents seemed to be afraid that 
they will be perceived to be forcing children into attending. They said:  
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A: ‘[The children] don’t like me to be pushing them’ [Patricia, Very 
Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘I don’t push them, ya know’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘I made her do dancin’…she hates dancing now…so I try not to force it 
no more’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
In this sense, disadvantaged children are awarded greater freedom of choice. Of course, 
parent’s lack of conviction in terms of choosing specific structured activities is also linked to 
the lesser value placed on structured activities within disadvantaged communities at large.   
Parents and children were also asked about the enforcement of children’s attendance at 
structured activities. On average over 8 (n=10) affluent parents and 12 (n=12) affluent children 
said that they had to go to activities even when they told their parents they didn’t want to 
go. Figure 26 illustrates a clear distinction in responses. 
.  
Figure 26 – Attendance at Structured Activities  
 
Once affluent children enrol in a structured activity, even if it was self-selected, they do not 
have the option of quitting or taking a class off even if they do not enjoy the activity. 
Affluent children described what happens when they ask their parents if they can stay home 
instead of going to structured activities. They said: 
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A: ‘If I don’t want to go I’ll kind of say it to my Mom, but then she kind of 
tells me - she kind of makes - she doesn’t make me, but she kind of keeps 
telling me that I should go and once I get there I will want to be there’ 
[Lily, 10, Affluent]. 
A: ‘Well if I had a specific reason like if I wasn’t feeling well or something 
then she just phones Brandon, the horse riding teacher and she’d say 
that I wasn’t feeling very well but like if I just said No I just don’t want to 
go than she’d be like I have to go’ [Abbey, 10, Affluent]. 
A: ‘When Callum was asked if he can ask his mother to stay at home he 
said, ‘Nope. She would say that I would have to go’ [Callum, 7, Affluent]. 
Affluent parents acknowledged that sometimes their children did not thoroughly enjoy the 
activities but they felt that it was important to encourage consistent attendance anyway. 
They felt that quitting was not an endearing characteristic for their children to be nurturing 
and showed pride in their children when they demonstrated good staying power. Parents 
commented:   
A: ‘He would be clinging to hope that it’s cancelled. You know he just wants 
to have a rest in bed and he wants to relax in here and he wants to listen to 
music on his iPod… we would like for him to get a proper taste…we don’t 
want him to think when he’s a teenager ‘Oh I wish I had given that a bit 
more of a shot [Claire, Affluent]. 
A: ‘She goes to taekwondo twice a week which she hates with a passion 
but I keep telling her we’re not quitters and when she gets her black belt 
she can give up’ [Monica, Transitional*].  
 
For affluent parents, children’s attendance at activities is as much about teaching their 
children life lessons as it is about acquiring skills. In contrast, just 1 (n=6) disadvantaged 
parent and child said they had to attend structured activities. The majority of disadvantaged 
children admitted to skipping structured activities. Children described:  
A: ‘My mam wouldn’t force me into anything. I went to hurling before. I 
did not feel interested in it so I left it off’ [Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘Sometimes I feel sick in the pool at swimming so I don’t want to go 
that much.  
Q: Would be able to say Mom I don’t want to go today?  
A: ‘Yeah’  
Q: What would Mom say? 
A: ‘Ok, you can go next week’ [Ally, 7, Very Disadvantaged].   
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Disadvantaged parents do not show the same level of commitment to structured activities. 
They lack the emotional attachment of affluent parents to structured activities in that they 
were not upset when their children discontinued activities. Parents noted:  
A: ‘[Child] used to go to Taekwondo over the years and then he dropped 
out’ [Leah, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘[Child] did dancing for a while and then she said mammy I don’t want 
to do it and she gave it up. She did girl guides for a while as well but 
gave up’ [Angela, Very Disadvantaged].  
The fact that affluent parents invest more financially in children’s structured activities than 
disadvantaged parents may explain their commitment to maintaining children’s consistent 
attendance. Enforcement of attendance at structured activities has implications for 
children’s expression of agency. For affluent children who ask for time off from their 
activities and/or make it clear that they do not enjoy the activities, their agency and their 
self-efficacy is being limited. Children do not have the power to ‘do differently’.  
Disadvantaged children are much more active in their decision to attend activities and in 
choosing the type of activity in which they enrol. These children are awarded greater agency 
and develop a sense of self-efficacy in relation to structured leisure-time.  
5.4.3  Children’s Perceptions of their own Agency 
Sterrett notes ‘judgments of one's own ability to act [or self-efficacy] cause him or her to 
initiate action or to refrain from acting, because self-efficacy is active’ (1998: 69). According 
to Cherry (2011), people with strong self-efficacy are those who believe that they are 
capable of performing well. As such, I felt it was crucial to deduce children’s own 
perceptions of their agency, or their self-efficacy. I found that children’s perception of their 
agency mirrors that of their parents but children usually award themselves more agency 
than do their parents. Children were asked a series of questions centring on the notion of 
‘capability’ within the home and beyond its boundaries, with the aim of gaining an overview 
of children’s perceived agency or self-efficacy. Figure 27 outlines children’s responses.  
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Figure 27 - Children's Self-Efficacy 
Overall, 9 (n=9) disadvantaged children and 8 (n=12) affluent children felt that they were 
capable of crossing the street alone. When children discussed the practicality of carrying out 
these tasks, a distinction could be identified between the experiential knowledge of 
disadvantaged children and the learned knowledge of affluent children. Children answered: 
Q: Do you know how to cross the road? How do you?  
A: ’To cross the road you stop at the lights and just wait for it to turn 
green’, [Jerry, 10, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
Q: How do you cross the road? 
A: ‘Just press the button and wait and then the green light comes up and 
then we walk’ [Emma, 6, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
Q: Can you tell me how you cross the road?  
A: ‘I look up and down. Sometimes, like when I usually go out of the park 
I’m on a bike. If I of go out at night I have to have my bike reflector’ 
[Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
Affluent children’s descriptions of crossing the street were very different. All but one 
affluent child provided prescriptive instructions seemingly repeated by rote. Children’s 
phraseology was similar to others and appeared memorised. For instance, Cory, Elizabeth, 
and Maeve described: 
A: ‘When you want to cross you listen, look, stand in a safe place, look left 
and right, cross the road, keep looking’ [Cory, 7, Affluent].  
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A: ‘Look Left-right, left-right, left-right and then cross. We have a safe 
program thing and the guards came in to us once and they gave us all a 
leaflet about the safe cross code stuff like that’ [Elizabeth, 10, Affluent]. 
Q: Do you know how to cross the road? How do you?  
A: ‘My teacher told me how. You look right and left, and if there’s no cars 
you can go’ [Maeve, 6, Affluent].31  
More disadvantaged children than affluent children perceived themselves to be capable of 
completing the sample tasks laid out in interviews and questionnaires. More disadvantaged 
children than affluent felt they were capable of preparing food for themselves if left home 
alone. Three (n=9) disadvantaged children and one (n=12) affluent child felt that they were 
capable of preparing food. However, there was a difference in the kinds of food children 
meant. Children describe:  
A: ‘I’d get myself an apple or an orange ‘cause they’re just in the press in 
there [Dave, 7, Affluent] 
 
A: ‘I can make tea for myself. I put in a small bit of water, ‘cause if I slip I 
could drop it and probably break it’, [Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
Children were less likely to perceive themselves as capable of walking to school alone. For 
example, only 1 (n=9) disadvantaged child and no (n=12) affluent children felt they could walk 
alone. Affluent children referred to their parent’s warnings and agreeing that walking to 
school may be too difficult. Children answered:  
Q: Do you think you could walk to school on your own? 
A: ‘No, when I’m a bit older maybe’ [Lily, 10, Affluent].  
 
A: ‘No, I’d say my mom would think it’s a bit too far’ [Abbey, 10, 
Affluent].  
 
Children’s self-efficacy is linked to their practical experience and thus their freedom within 
and beyond the home environs. Children who had experienced preparing food, using the 
phone and crossing the road within their neighbourhood were more confident that they 
could do this again unsupervised if they so needed.   
                                                             
31 Maeve also points out that she is not allowed to cross the road on her own and has never 
done so before. 
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5.4.4   Children’s Ability to React to Risk 
 Childhood risks were found to be an important factor influencing parent’s surveillance 
practices. I have previously suggested that children may have begun to internalise parent’s 
fears and anxieties in relation to risk. This section will explore the ways in which children’s 
internalisations manifest themselves and whether or not children’s anxieties impinge upon 
their expression of agency. This section was created in response to the fact that in 
interviews, the vast majority of children expressed minimal desire for more unsupervised 
time. In fact, Just 9 (n=63) disadvantaged children said they would like to stay at home alone 
and all affluent children admitted they would be scared if they were without adult 
supervision.  
There are differences in children’s motivations for wanting adult supervision. In the case of 
disadvantaged children, being at home alone equates to being lonely. For example, Jimmy’s 
desire for surveillance is not as a result of fear or risk, instead Jimmy hints at feelings of 
loneliness which stem from being home alone. He says: 
A: ‘I wouldn’t really [like to be left here on my own after school], I don’t 
know. I just think I’d like a company. I don’t like bein’ on me own’ 
[Jimmy, 9, Very Disadvantaged].  
 
Jimmy’s feelings about being home alone derive from practical experience. Jimmy is only 9-
years-old and it is unlikely that he would consider ‘having company’ as a reason for wanting 
surveillance unless he had previously experienced being at home alone. 
Stranger danger was cited by children as the main reason that they would be frightened if 
left home unsupervised. Children had an assumption that people might harm them if they 
were out of adult supervision. Children answered:  
Q: What do you think might happen if you were here on your own? 
A: ‘Strangers. They’d open the door, saying I’ve sweets in my car, come 
in’ [Rory, 7, Affluent].  
 
Q: Would you like to stay home on your own sometimes? 
A: ‘Well would it be day or night? Actually no…in case someone came to 
the door and I didn’t know them, or like if there were people outside and 
they were messing’ [Evan, 10, Affluent]. 
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Following this, children were asked how they might react to a stranger knocking on the door 
(see Figure 28 below), it is clear that disadvantaged children were more likely to perceive 
themselves as being proactive. More disadvantaged children would open the door and 
check who is at the door than affluent children. Similarly, more affluent children would hide 
in the house.  
 
Figure 28 - Children's Reaction to Cited Risk 
 
All children, both affluent and disadvantaged, assumed that strangers were abductors. 
Children explained how they would react to a stranger:  
A:’ Not answer back. In case they promise you something and take you 
for a trip. You might have a bad feeling. They might just steal me’ 
[Maeve, 6, Affluent].  
A: ‘I’d just say, go away ya little person. I don’t want to get into your car 
‘cause I know that you are going to rob me. I will knock on the door and 
tell my mam to take that person away from me, and then my mam could 
go out with the mop and smack him down’ [Gail, 6, Very 
Disadvantaged]. 
A: ‘Me and my friends said that if anyone came up to us we would kick 
them here [points to groin] and especially if it was a boy. If it’s a girl, we 
just like, push them down on the runway…I wouldn’t do it to them if they 
weren’t going to grab me or things like that’ [Elizabeth, 10, Affluent]. 
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Disadvantaged children appeared to be less moved by risk and as such seem more likely to 
put themselves in harm’s way. Two of the children indicate that they would not be scared at 
all. Gail said: 
Q: If you were in the house on your own, would you be scared?  
A: No.  
Q: How come?  
A: ‘Just wouldn’t.  
Q: And what if somebody knocked on the door?  
A: ‘If I know them I will just talk to them, when it’s a stranger I will just 
hit them smack with the mop.’  
Q: How would you know it’s a stranger?  
A: ‘Because if I said – who are you? And they say a strangers name then I 
know’ [Gail, 6, Very Disadvantaged].   
Affluent children’s discussion of risk would suggest that parent’s anxiety and verbal 
communication of feeling in the home, have led to the internalisation of fear amongst 
affluent children. Children frequently referred to their safety and displayed no desire for 
added freedoms. Children answered:  
Q: Would you like to be here [home] on your own sometimes? 
A: ‘No because I could get scared…: If anybody came to the house and 
kind of try to break in’ [Lily, 10, Affluent].  
 
Q: Would you ever like to be home on your own? 
A: ‘I don’t know because like I’d be scared but if I was older I would but I 
kind would be scared at my age, you know of someone knocking on the 
doors or something.  
Q: And what would you do if someone did knock on the door? 
A: ‘I’d get frightened’ [Chloe, 10, Affluent]. 
 
Affluent children’s awareness of child abduction has strongly affected them. Elizabeth 
explained that she was concerned about a story circulating in the school. For Elizabeth this 
story was real and played on her mind. She said: 
A: ‘Well, I think it was last year but there were people saying that, there 
was a person with a red van, taking children. We were terrified; I 
thought that every person that I’d pass would kidnap me’ [Elizabeth, 10, 
Affluent].  
Similarly, Claire described her child’s concern about Madeline McCann. She commented:  
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A: ‘He knew about the Madeline McCann thing. He still asks did they find 
her. I think we mentioned Portugal last year or some year and since the 
abduction anyway and he said I don’t want to go there mom’ [Claire, 
Affluent].  
 
These children have been so affected by stories of risk that they have allowed it to influence 
their behaviour. The children have a vivid memory of the stories. I would suggest that their 
exposure to media promulgated risks could account for a certain degree of their 
nervousness about being unsupervised.   
5.4.5  Children’s Co-Operation and Negotiation with Surveillance  
Both affluent and disadvantaged children accepted many surveillance practices and co-
operated with parents in enforcing surveillance within the family. Children’s acceptance of 
surveillance is clear in their explanation of parent’s rules. Children described:  
Q: Do you think you should be allowed to go to the shop on your own? 
he said ‘No, I’m a bit young for travelling off. It’s a bit far like’ [Jimmy, 9, 
Very Disadvantaged]. 
A: ‘It’s fair [that I’m not allowed out]…because I’m young, in case I get 
knocked down or something and then there’ll be nobody there 
and…well, I am not allowed to get my scooter and to go to the 
cliff…because if I like, slipped, I could really hurt myself’ [Cory, 7, 
Affluent]. 
A: ‘I’m not allowed to play PlayStation on Monday, Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and Thursday after homework.  
Q: And do you think that’s a good rule? 
A: ‘Yeah, because we’d be playing it before homework and if we play it 
after homework we’d be rushing through our homework. I think it’s fair 
and we do get to play on Sunday, Saturday and there’s no time limit on 
Sunday or Saturday’ [Evan, 10, Affluent]. 
 
I would suggest that children’s acceptance of surveillance behaviours is linked to the 
relationship between the child and the parent. In explaining parental behaviour, children 
provided a unique insight into their own perceptions of rules and emanated characteristics 
of the Apollonian model. Children from affluent families often provided explanations for 
rules and surveillance practices. For example, Elizabeth outlines the significance of her ‘child 
friendly’ phone, which, apparently she hates. She said:  
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A: ‘My mobile only has five buttons ‘cause I’m not allowed to have one 
til I’m twelve.  
Q: Do you think that’s fair? 
A: ‘Yeah…Like the reason that they made this phone is because a girl, 
she was at her friend’s house and she felt really sick but she was scared 
to tell and she didn’t have any phone. And then when she got home she 
had this really bad disease and she could have died from it. But she 
didn’t die. And then her Mom asked them to make phone that they 
could only ring their Mom and Dad, and people that they really knew’ 
[Elizabeth, 10, Affluent]. 
 
In general, children’s justification for their parent’s surveillance practices revealed the 
conversational nature of affluent family life. It is clear from children’s descriptions that 
parents take the time to explain the dangers that exist and the significance of restrictions 
and limitations. In doing this, they acknowledge their children’s capability to understand and 
they accept the child as a participant in the process of surveillance. 
Children’s Negotiations 
There were inevitably children who admitted to testing the boundaries of parent’s 
surveillance practices, particularly children from disadvantaged communities. 
Disadvantaged children seemed coyer about their negotiations with parent’s surveillance 
practices. Children said: 
A: ‘I don’t get into trouble at all’ [Jimmy, 9, Very disadvantaged].  
 
Q: Have you ever gone anywhere you’re not supposed to go?’  
A: ‘I never did. I would go with my sister if my mom let me’ [Ally, 7, Very 
Disadvantaged].  
 
A: ‘I’m not allowed down the road and out of the park.  
Q: Did you ever go out?  
A: ‘We just go down a little bit and peak out and then run back up’ [Gail, 
6, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Disadvantaged parents confirmed that their children do bend the rules, sometimes 
deliberately doing what they are warned against. Gail’s mother intervened saying that Gail 
had a tendency to do more than just ‘peak’ and she had to be watched closely. Prompted by 
her mother Gail admitted that she does sometimes ignore her mother’s requests. She said: 
 
 199 
Q: Did you ever go somewhere that your mam said do not go? 
A: ‘No’.  
Mother: What about in Mahon Point?  
A: I go off to get a book.  
Q: And does your mam say go get a book?  
A: No when she gets distracted I run off.  
Q: And what happens?  
A: ‘My mam just shouts Gail, Gail and I hear her and I say, I’m here’ 
[Gail, 6, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Similarly, Greg noted:   
A: ‘We may as well be talking to the fucking wall, she’s gone off down 
the road, nine years of age’ [Greg, Very Disadvantaged]. 
 
Disadvantaged children demonstrate a much greater willingness to test the boundaries of 
parent’s surveillance practices than affluent children. Affluent children’s testing of the 
boundaries is much less extreme than disadvantaged children. Elizabeth gave an example of 
when she broke the rules: 
A: ‘Once, I was on holidays and I was sleeping over at my friend’s house and 
we went down town. We said to their mom that we’re just going down to 
the shop, but instead of going straight - we went through the village’ 
[Elizabeth, 10, Affluent].  
In this instance, Elizabeth really didn’t defy her mother’s wishes and she didn’t lie about it 
afterwards but she still felt that she was misbehaving by not telling the whole truth.  
5.4.6  Chapter Conclusion 
Affluent children are less likely to seek freedoms and express their agency than 
disadvantaged children. I would argue that because affluent children have a more 
conversational relationship with their parents (Bernstein, 1971; Beck, 1995), and they have 
begun to internalise their parent’s fears, anxieties and regulations. Affluent children co-
operate with their surveillance to the extent that they have begun to self-regulate. They 
have become docile bodies (Foucault, 1995).  
Disadvantaged children, on the other hand are encouraged to be more independent and 
more rebellious. They are less concerned about their parent’s ‘gaze’ and they are less likely 
to internalise fear of risk. In broader society, however, when children grow it is affluent 
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children who will have more agency than disadvantaged children. Affluent children can 
express their opinions and capabilities through the use of social and cultural capital. 
Whereas, the older disadvantaged children become, the more difficult they find it to 
interact with social institutions (Anderson, 1999).  
Two datasets both qualitative and quantitative have been presented in this chapter. 
Unfortunately due to a lack of engagement from affluent families in some of the 
quantitative methods (outlined in chapter 4), I have limited comparative data thus have 
been restricted in the amount of quantitative data I can present in this chapter. As a result, 
this research is predominantly qualitative in nature with the majority of data originating 
from interviews and activity packs from recruited families. I have made clear the distinction 
between qualitative and quantitative data in figure headings throughout this chapter.  
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6.0   Chapter Six: Discussion and Conclusions 
6.0.1  Introduction  
The object of this study was to provide evidence that children from Cork are experiencing 
surveillance trends similar to those identified in the UK and USA. Upon finding such 
evidence, this research sought to explore the historical and cultural reasons why parents 
adopt surveillance practices, moving beyond the basic notion of surveillance as a response 
to child safety. To address these objectives I conducted a cross-class analysis of parents and 
children’s experiences of leisure-time in Ireland, with a particular focus on the surveillance 
of children’s structured and unstructured leisure-time. Using a theoretical framework 
informed by the work of Bourdieu and to a lesser extent Foucault, I analysed the cultural 
and class dispositions underpinning parents’ surveillance practices and highlighting that the 
surveillance of children’s leisure-time is a practice embedded in class-bound contexts and 
local communities. 
The findings of this research draw on a wide base of literature from various disciplines 
(geography, philosophy, psychology). As such, this research represents an empirical and 
theoretical bridge between bodies of work on risk society, agency, children’s play, and 
parenting practices, which all shape Irish children’s leisure experience. The data gathered 
throughout this study adds significantly to the the understanding of Irish childhood, by 
providing the only in-depth qualitative analysis of the surveillance of Irish children’s leisure-
time. In addition, it provides the first theoretical analysis of Irish children’s agency in 
negotiating with parents’ surveillance practices.  
A mixed method approach was used to gather a rich compilation of qualitative and 
quantitative data. Seventeen families contributed to the qualitative data (page 105). All 
participants were recruited based on pre-determined criteria for inclusion. Firstly, all 
families had at least one child aged between six and ten years of age. Secondly, all 
participants lived within one of the six pre-determined recruitment areas designated as 
affluent or disadvantaged by The All Ireland Deprivation Index (2008). The families’ socio-
economic class was cross-referenced using the CSO occupation categorisation (2002). The 
data gathered was used to provide a comprehensive understanding of child-surveillance and 
its motivations within Cork families.  
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6.1.0  Overview of the Discourse on Child-Surveillance 
The debate on child-surveillance, although not fully formed until the 1990s, emerged from 
the overlap of a number of discourses centring on children’s wellbeing that began in the 
1970s. In America, children and childhood became a popular topic of debate initially in 
terms of children’s rights and subsequently child welfare. In 1973, Hillary Clinton highlighted 
the need for increased action on children’s rights, while educator John Holt (1974) 
advocated for the rights of children as individuals. In the 1980s, the US played a major role 
in constructing the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC). Attention 
to children’s rights spiralled, changing the status of children across the Western world. By 
the mid-1980s to 1990s, sociologists Viviane Zelizer and Beck & Beck Gernsheim highlighted 
a new attitude towards children as ‘priceless’. In the UK, the new paradigm on childhood 
reflected the new rights of children by emphasising a new framework for child-centred 
research.  
In conjunction with the discourse on children’s rights, a new focus on child safety began to 
emerge. In the twenty years between 1980 and 2000, the notion of risk in childhood and the 
protection of the child became a central tenet of the public discourse. In the 1980s, the 
phenomenon of latchkey children raised major concerns around children’s feelings of 
rejection and loneliness (Galambos and Gabarino, 1983). Psychologist David Elkind (1981), 
fed into this debate claiming that children were being forced to mature too early in order to 
cope with new social pressures. Furthermore, a number of high profile child abductions in 
America led to the development of the National Centre for Missing and Exploited Children 
(NCMEC).  
Geographers Hillman, Whitelegg and Adams (1993), and Valentine and McKendrick (1997) 
highlighted some consequences of the growing regard for risk in childhood. They found that 
children’s independent mobility had decreased significantly and that children’s play was 
becoming home-centric. Fotel and Thomsen (2004) continued the investigation finding that 
chauffeuring children from place to place had a negative impact on children’s independent 
movement. In the Netherlands, Karsten (2005) found that children’s space on the street was 
declining in comparison with previous decades.  
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The decline in children’s independent mobility and unstructured outdoor play was found to 
increase the supervision of children. Scholars have considered various facets of child-
surveillance, for example, Byron (2010) suggested that children were being ‘raised in 
captivity’. Montgomery (2010) claimed helicopter parenting was breeding undesirable 
personality traits in adolescents. Journalists Marano (2008) and Skenazy (2009) condemned 
‘cotton wool’ culture and structured leisure-time. Furthermore, Dixey (1999) and Nelson 
(2009) found that notions of ‘good parenting’ and childhood risk increased pressure on 
parents, which can cause psychological distress. British sociologist, Frank Furedi (2001), 
criticised the steady stream of parenting advice for undermining parent’s natural instincts 
and causing widespread self-doubt.  
Ireland was influenced by policy shifts and public discourses in the USA and Britain and the 
state began to implement incremental changes to improve the lives of children. The 
increase in child protection policy in Ireland reflects the public concern surrounding 
children’s safety, the discourse on risk in modern society and the increased value of children 
in the Western world.  
6.1.1  Location of this Research within the Discourse 
As a body of work on children and childhood, this research can be located within a 
constructionist epistemological perspective, which acknowledges the influences of varying 
cultural and historical contexts on notions of childhood. The impact of social class as a 
structural influence on the lives of children was a primary area of exploration in this 
research. As a result, many of the findings of this study have illuminated key class 
distinctions in children’s experiences of leisure-time and agency. 
As the first Irish research to focus upon the surveillance of children’s leisure-time, this 
research bridges a number of discourses such as public policy, academic discourse on risk 
society, parenting, surveillance, and children’s leisure. Irish children’s experiences of 
surveillance have been discussed in the context of international literature. Interestingly, 
unlike other research, this study attempts to explore surveillance practices beyond the 
narrow scope of child safety. Given the focus upon Cork city as a case study, the cultural 
context of parenting and child protection in Ireland has been crucial in pinpointing unique 
elements of Irish surveillance practices.  
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Finally, the majority of accounts of surveillance take a critical perspective on working 
mothers and concentrate on the negative consequences of increased surveillance on 
children. The most progressive aspect of this research is the fact that it presents the 
experiences of parents and children in a balanced rather than critical way. Rather than 
berate parents as instigators of negative surveillance practices or criticise disadvantaged 
children for their anti-social behaviour, this research attempts to understand the larger 
social processes that motivate such practices.  
6.2.0  Key Findings 
A series of research questions were devised in order to address the objectives of this 
research project (table 1 on page 17). In addressing the research questions, some significant 
findings were revealed. This research has confirmed that children from Cork are 
experiencing surveillance, as identified by Valentine and McKendrick (1997) in the UK and 
Nelson (2010) in the US. All parents claim that their children are prohibited from going to 
school alone or staying at home alone after school, and all parents purport to know where 
their children are at all times. Three modes of surveillance have been identified and 
evidenced in this research, namely; co-operative surveillance; concealed surveillance and 
technological surveillance. The regulation and supervision of Cork children, to the extent 
identified in this research, marks a significant shift from the autonomous urban and rural 
Irish childhoods of the early and mid-twentieth century.32  
Social class distinctions in the surveillance behaviour of affluent and disadvantaged parents 
have been discussed in detail. In line with international research, the findings indicate that 
affluent parents are more physically present with their children. They tend to take personal 
responsibility for the surveillance of their children. Similarly, outdoor unstructured play was 
more common in disadvantaged neighbourhoods and the safety-zones set by parents were 
broader. However, unlike international research (Lareau, 2003; Anderson, 1999) which 
states that disadvantaged children experience very little surveillance, this research shows 
that disadvantaged parents do exercise surveillance. Disadvantaged parents exercise 
                                                             
32 The biographical accounts outlined in the literature review, suggest that, with the 
exception of those who were in Church or State care, children experienced autonomy and 
they were trusted to contribute to the family (Taylor, 1988; McCourt, 1996; Clear, 2007).  
 205 
indirect surveillance that requires the co-operation of their children and the co-operation of 
their community in monitoring their children. In light of these findings, I would argue that 
one’s definition of surveillance and the behaviours, which one accepts as supervisory, is 
extremely important in discussing literature. 
When asked about their motivations for surveillance, the majority of affluent parents cite 
what they perceive to be common childhood risks, such as traffic accidents and stranger-
danger. However, the data suggests that risk is only one factor influencing parents’ adoption 
of surveillance. Furthermore, risk is not necessarily limited to physical or emotional dangers 
such as those cited by parents. I argue that parents’ adoption of surveillance practices is also 
influenced by risks, which threaten their expectations for their child, and their own identity 
as ‘parent’. I also posit that parents are not always cognisant of their motivations for 
surveillance.  
Guided by the theoretical framework, this research found that parents’ social construction 
of childhood as Apollonian and Dionysian vary relative to class, with disadvantaged parents 
adopting a Dionysian construction of childhood and affluent parents adopting an Apollonian 
construct. Parents’ constructs are internalised through their interaction with the field and 
become justified and acceptable. Parents’ constructions, twined with the values and 
expectations intrinsic to their class habitus, have significantly affected the way they relate to 
their children and the modes of surveillance they adopt. In fact, it is my contention that 
surveillance is, in and of itself, a form of bonding capital that facilitates the acquisition of 
capital for all families living in Cork city.  
The consequences of differing class surveillance practices for children are substantial. The 
reduction in children’s spatial autonomy has consequences for their health, well-being, and 
relationship to their community. Disadvantaged children’s experience of unstructured and 
unsupervised outdoor play means they have a wider peer group in their locality. Affluent 
children who take part in structured leisure-time gain transferrable social and cultural 
capital. Most importantly, interviews with child participants have shown that children 
sometimes co-operative and participate in their own surveillance. 
Finally, children express their agency by negotiating with parents’ surveillance practices and 
boundaries. I have found that affluent children are less likely to express oppositional 
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agency33 and more likely to welcome and co-operate with surveillance practices. As such, 
affluent children display characteristics associated with Apollonian childhood and can be 
viewed as ‘docile bodies’. In contrast, disadvantaged children readily express oppositional 
agency, they welcome freedom and often test the boundaries set by parents. As such, 
disadvantaged children display characteristics of the Dionysian child and signs of anti-social 
behaviour. Table 15 presents a summary of the key findings from this research.  
6.3.0  Points for Discussion 
The trends identified in this research corroborate much of the international findings on 
child-surveillance and structured leisure-time, particularly in the UK and US. In parallel, 
some of my findings raise questions about the motivations for surveillance and the 
consequences of surveillance on children. The following section will discuss the significance 
of the new findings of this research and their context within the broader international 
debate on child-surveillance. 
                                                             
33 ‘Oppositional Agency’ represents the child’s attempts to challenge, push or negotiate with 
the rules set out by parents. 
Affluent Families Disadvantaged Families 
Children’s leisure structured Children’s leisure more unstructured 
Parents choose activities Children choose activities 
Children forced to attend activities Children not forced to attend activities 
Peer group through school Peer group through street 
See peers through play dates – controlled  See peers through street – not controlled 
Children are given boundaries Children are given boundaries 
No opportunity to test boundaries Opportunities to test boundaries 
Concealed surveillance of phone and internet Concealed surveillance uncommon  
Children don’t negotiate rules much  Children negotiate rules 
Perception that children are ‘good & innocent’ Perception that children are deviant 
Parents listen to children’s input Parents sometimes listen to children’s input 
Parents don’t act on children’s input Parents do act on children’s input 
Individually Strict rules Relatively Strict rules 
Children show signs of docile bodies Children show signs of anti-social behaviour 
Table 15 - Summary of Findings 
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6.3.1  The Social Constructionism Strand 
Apollonian & Dionysian Childhoods 
Jenks’ concepts of Apollonian and Dionysian childhoods in an early eighteenth century 
context, where a Dionysian construction precedes an Apollonian construction, have been 
discussed in Chapter 2. In this research, the language, images, and characteristics parents 
used to describe their children suggest that Jenks’ constructions exist in contemporary 
Ireland, acting both interchangeably and in parallel to one another.  
The concepts work in parallel to one another based on socio-economic class, with Dionysian 
constructions more commonly adopted in disadvantaged families and Apollonian 
construction accepted more readily in affluent families. In disadvantaged families, issues of 
trust were raised. Disadvantaged parents claim they would not trust their children to get to 
school alone or stay home alone, indicating that children would get into trouble without 
adult guidance. In response to their construction of childhood as Dionysian, they employed 
chauffeuring and surveillance practices. In affluent families, issues of protection were 
raised. Affluent parents claimed their children were vulnerable and lacked appropriate 
street smarts or coping ability to deal with threats. In response to their construction of 
childhood as Apollonian, they too employed chauffeuring and surveillance practices. Child-
Surveillance therefore, feeds into the needs, concerns, and vulnerabilities of all parents in 
different ways.  
The significance of these findings is two-fold. Firstly, there is evidence to suggest that 
parents’ construction of childhood influences their interactions and relationship with their 
children. For instance, affluent parents who feel their children are vulnerable and in need of 
protections are more likely to ‘sugar coat’ media stories that they feel would be upsetting to 
children. In contrast, disadvantaged parents who feel their children are devious or sneaky 
react in a preventative way such as requiring their children to bring home the receipts to 
make sure they are not stealing. Parents’ constructions of childhood also shape their 
perceptions of the child’s ability. For example, affluent parents tend to perceive children 
between to be less capable than do disadvantaged parents.  
I would also argue that parents’ initial responses, which are informed by their social 
construction of childhood, are being performed on some level (Goffman, 1959). When 
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answering questions about private matters by a member of the public, parents naturally 
want to convey the ‘best’ image of their family, whatever they perceive that to be. This was 
evident in parents’ contradictory responses. For example, one parent interviewed said her 
son is never on his own in the house, yet she went on to give an example of her being in the 
neighbour’s house and leaving her son at home. The notion of performance also raises 
questions about the validity of the methodology selected for research with families, 
particularly regarding sensitive issues such as surveillance. 
6.3.2  The Social Class Strand   
Parent participants had different habitual dispositions and interacted with different fields 
based on their socio-economic class. Figure 29 provides an illustrative example of the 
primary differences between affluent and disadvantaged participants’ fields (Lareau, 2003). 
Such differences ranged from normative parenting practices, to modes of communication, 
activities favoured, and types of surveillance practices exercised.  
 
Figure 29 - The Influences on Affluent and Disadvantaged Parents’ Fields 34 
Affluent families experience greater interaction with external or global fields such as higher 
education fields, professional employment fields and social fields. Parents claim that global 
media and global risks often influence them. Affluent parents encourage the acquisition of 
capital in the form of internationally recognised skills for their children. Given their greater 
interaction with global fields, affluent parents are less tied to national fields as illustrated.  
                                                             
34 AF (Green) represents Affluent families and DF (Purple) represents Disadvantaged 
families. The amount of colour indicates the interact level with external global fields. 
AF 
DF 
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In contrast, disadvantaged families interact more readily with national and/or local fields of 
employment, education, and social relationships. Disadvantaged parents admit to being less 
influenced by global trends and global media. Their behaviour is shaped by local norms. 
Disadvantaged families are still exposed to global media and global economics but have less 
transferrable capital than affluent families, thus interact with these fields less readily. I have 
found that parents’ interaction with their respective fields has a significant impact upon the 
way they view their role as parents. In Cork city, the North–South socio-economic divide, 
further polarises social groups with many disadvantaged families having little contact with 
affluent families and vice versa. In fact, affluent parents admitted that neither they nor their 
children had much contact with families from the North side.  
The Class Trajectory 
The influence of a parent’s habitus and field on their expectations is also vitally important to 
understanding their control over children’s leisure-time. According to Bourdieu (1984), 
social groups can be pegged along a social trajectory, people can move up and down this 
trajectory depending upon the capital they acquire. While new opportunities in education 
and employment have been responsible for increases in social mobility in the 2000s, the 
relative chances of children from different class backgrounds gaining access to high-level 
positions still remains unequal (Bottero, 2005).  
Some individuals who are aware of their limited potential for upward social mobility refrain 
from even trying to struggle for power. I found it was only affluent parents who felt their 
child could move up the class trajectory. For disadvantaged families, the potential for 
upward mobility was less tangible. The disadvantaged parents involved in this study 
experienced few economic gains during the Celtic Tiger (Kirby, 2002). Unlike, affluent 
parents who discussed the possibility of their children attaining a Higher Degree at 
University, gaining professional employment, or indeed taking a gap year to travel the 
world, disadvantaged parents were hopeful that their children would finish school.  
The level of achievement expected from disadvantaged children is much less than that 
expected of affluent children, both in terms of school performance and in terms of extra-
curricular time amongst parents. Disadvantaged children are permitted to opt-in and out of 
activities and parents put huge emphasis upon staying in school but very little on further 
 210 
education. When parents were asked about their aspirations for their children, affluent 
parents hoped that their children would go to University and become doctors, dentists and 
lawyers. Disadvantaged parents stated that they would not expect them to go to college. 
Instead, they hope that their children will be happy and that they will not fall prey to teen 
pregnancy or drugs.  
Parents’ expectations for their children are based on social norms determined by their 
fields. For disadvantaged parents, their expectations are constructed in conjunction with 
their peers within local and/or national fields. For affluent parents, their expectations are 
relative to peers in both global and national fields. Parents’ attitudes and expectations with 
regard to social mobility shaped their perspective on the value of leisure-time and the value 
of surveillance. In this sense, the class differences in parents’ expectations of social mobility 
are the key underlying principle informing their surveillance behaviours and their leisure 
preferences.  
Class-based motivations for surveillance 
One of the key findings of this research is that parents’ adoption of surveillance is 
intrinsically linked to their personal identity. I posit that affluent parents are more likely to 
construct their identity around their role as a parent and disadvantaged parents are more 
likely to construct their identity around their role as a community member. The class 
difference in parents’ identity goes some way to explaining their underlying motivations for 
utilising different modes and degrees of surveillance.  
For disadvantaged participants, their sense of community and their sense of belonging is of 
utmost importance. With little potential for upward mobility, many disadvantaged people 
stay within their local community. Some of the participants even reside in the estate where 
they grew up. Questionnaires revealed that 11(n=22) disadvantaged parents have family and 
life-long friends living close by. Children discussed playing with cousins and visiting 
grandparents on a daily basis. Based on normative experience, there is an expectation that 
children will stay within the community into adulthood. Children, therefore, need in-depth 
knowledge of the community, peer networks within the locality and the street smarts 
necessary to avoid any threats as they grow. Disadvantaged parents encourage the 
development of this knowledge through indirect surveillance and independent mobility.  
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Unlike Lareau’s (2003) concept of ‘the accomplishment of natural growth’, I found that 
disadvantaged parents are concerned about their children’s whereabouts. Children are not 
just free to roam around neighbourhoods. Instead, children have more freedom than 
affluent children because of the mode of surveillance adopted by disadvantaged parents i.e. 
indirect surveillance. Children are encouraged rather than ‘forced’ to fend for themselves. 
For disadvantaged parents, the younger the child learns about local risks, the less parents 
have to worry about children’s vulnerability. In sum, the ways in which disadvantaged 
parents engage with surveillance methods reflects their community values, their sense of 
identity and their expectations within regard to social mobility.   
The relationship between affluent parents and their children is also fraught with complex 
external influences. Such influences include, policy trends in social institutions, media 
reports on danger and threat, growing research on children’s health and wellbeing, the 
competitive nature of the job market and education system. Affluent parents are more 
susceptible to these external influences as they interact with global fields and they have less 
secure social networks (Rutherford, 2011). Furthermore, the influence of global forces and 
social changes on contemporary society has had a significant effect on Irish families in terms 
of family size, divorce, age of mothers etc. I would agree with Beck and Beck-Gernsheim’s 
(2002) assertion that the child has become the one stable relationship of the parent. In 
affluent families particularly, parents’ identity as ‘mother’ or ‘father’ is one of the most 
significant motivators for their strict exercise of surveillance practices.  
Affluent parents’ fear and anxiety is far greater than that presented by disadvantaged 
parents. Yet, it is fair to assume that each cohort loves and cherishes their children equally. I 
would argue that the care and welfare of the child is important to all parents but is 
exaggerated amongst mothers and fathers whose identity is dependent upon their roles as 
parents. Threats to children’s innocence, happiness, and safety translate into emotional 
anxiety for parents. In protecting their children, they are also vehemently protecting their 
own social role or identity. Furthermore, children’s success in acquiring capital is important 
to affluent parents, as children’s success is reflective of parents’ success in parenting. This 
research has found that affluent parents use child-surveillance practices as a form of 
control. Parents control their child’s whereabouts, friends, and activities, with an ultimate  
goal of controlling their long-term achievements. Surveillance practices feed into both 
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affluent parents need to protect their identity and their need to encourage success in their 
children.35  
6.3.3  The Surveillance Strand  
While surveillance is a necessary factor of good parenting, evidence of the characteristics of 
‘over-parenting’, or ‘helicopter parenting’ has been identified amongst affluent families. 
Furthermore, Cork families behaviour surrounding leisure-time aids the reproduction of the 
class habitus through the acquisition of social and cultural capital. Evidence of Lareau’s 
(2003) class-bound forms of parenting, ‘concerted cultivation’ and the ‘natural 
accomplishment of growth’ have been found. Affluent children in Ireland are much more 
engaged with structured leisure activities than disadvantaged children. Three (n=7) affluent 
children attending more than five structured activities per week. Disadvantaged children 
take part in unstructured leisure pursuits some of which are adult-supervised, but not 
necessarily adult-directed.  
Critically, this research has revealed that not all structured leisure activities are considered 
equal. The findings show a clear divide in the types of activities affluent and disadvantaged 
children attend, with very little overlap. Affluent children are more likely to engage in 
activities with competitions or gradings than structured activities without such assessments. 
The majority of the affluent parents who participated in this research demonstrated a 
strong commitment to structured activities and often cited skill development as a reason for 
their child’s involvement. Structured activities allow parents more control over their 
children’s leisure-time. Some parents use structured activities as a method of surveillance or 
as a tool for social sorting, skill development, capital acquisition.  
It has become increasingly evident that to compete in a global world, children must achieve 
recognised accomplishments and credentials (Smyth and McCoy, 2009). Students wishing to 
progress to third level education not only need good grades but they also need to have a 
number of skills which increase their employability such as team work skills, technological 
skills, networking skills, entrepreneurial skills and communication skills (Barrett, 2009). It is 
                                                             
35 I do not argue that parents are always conscious of their motivations for surveillance but I 
would suggest that in interviews, affluent parents appear cognisant of their aspirations for 
their children, and their sometimes irrational fear related to child safety. 
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also important that affluent children learn from an early age how to regulate themselves 
and work hard in order to be successful later in life. 
Disadvantaged parents have much less control over children’s skill development, peer group 
and capital acquisition, because they do not favour structured leisure-time and because of 
the resources available to them in Cork City. Children most commonly take part in unpaid 
activities such as youth clubs, homework clubs, or community centre classes. These 
structured activities provide children with practical and immediate skills (such as cooking or 
homework) rather than long-term capital (such as rugby or violin). Access to resources is, 
therefore, a contributing factor to Irish children’s differing experiences of structured leisure-
time and the acquisition of ‘transferable competencies’.  
However, children’s unstructured leisure-time is equally as important as their structured 
leisure-time. In Cork city, children’s unstructured leisure-time plays a crucial role in exposing 
children to social capital and bonding capital that they can use in the field as they grow. 
Through street-based play, disadvantaged children learn to interact with local children of 
different genders and different ages. Disadvantaged children gain important social capital 
through long lasting friendships with members of their community. Affluent children gain 
bonding capital from continuous exposure to peers of the same gender, age, and socio-
economic class. Children discuss having play dates after school or meeting friends in 
structured activities. Their peer group is much less varied and relies quite heavily on 
children from school, allowing parents to control the ‘kinds’ of children with whom their 
children play. Affluent children’s bonding capital supports their interactions with 
educational and professional fields into adulthood. 
While literature suggests that structured leisure-time can have positive effects on children 
(Marsh, 1992; Mahoney & Cairns, 1997; Gerber, 1996), children’s ‘over-involvement’ in 
structured leisure-time can also have negative effects. Attending five structured activities 
can be stressful for children and parents, as they require a considerable time commitment 
(Dixey, 1999). Similarly, the more time children spend in adult-directed play, the less time 
they get to experiment and learn about independence. Research has shown that children’s 
self-directed unstructured play is critical to their development of communicative skills, 
social relationships, motor skills, creative thinking, intellectual and emotional development 
 214 
(Tovey, 2007; Adler and Adler, 1994). It is fair to conclude that children would be best 
served by encouraging a healthy balance between structured and unstructured leisure-time, 
which neither cohort is experiencing. 
Different Modes of Surveillance 
Parents from Cork city adopt different modes of surveillance. Unlike other research that 
deals with surveillance as one macro phenomenon (Marano, 2008; Furedi, 2008; Nelson, 
2010; Rutherford, 2011), this research adds significantly to the debate on surveillance by 
dividing surveillance practices into different modes of surveillance. Affluent parents who are 
physically present with the child primarily exercise direct surveillance. Disadvantaged 
parents, who use technology and/or community vigilance to remotely supervise their 
children, adopt indirect surveillance.   
Direct Surveillance 
Affluent parents adopt a direct mode of surveillance for three specific reasons. Firstly, the 
child’s safety, emotions, and success are intrinsic to their own safety, emotions, and success 
due to their identity as ‘parent’. Affluent parents want to be involved in their children’s 
lives, their leisure-time, and their peer relationships. Affluent parents took career breaks 
and worked flexi-hours in order to be present with the child. Secondly, affluent parents’ 
relationship with their community encourages them to take personal responsibility for child-
surveillance.  
An abundance of literature suggests that the contemporary forces of globalisation have 
begun to change the way Irish people experience social life (Corcoran et al., 2010; Beck and 
Beck-Gernsheim, 2001). Yet, parents from Cork seem to be highly cognisant of the threat to 
community and they work to maintain contact with neighbours and local members. The 
findings of this research supports Inglis’ (2008) assertions that Irish people are staging a 
small scale counter-revolution against the forces of globalisation. Where I expected to find 
little or no contact with neighbours, affluent families claimed they had frequent contact, 
often calling to one another or sharing information on schools and children’s activities. 
Despite this counter-revolution, parents were not open to depending on their neighbours 
for help or support. In fact, they rarely asked for support with supervising children, even in 
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communal spaces in the neighbourhood. Instead, each parent stands with their own child, 
often talking with neighbours. 
Thirdly, the individualisation of surveillance is intensified due to a fraught history of child 
abuse in Ireland (Ryan, 2009; Murphy 2009). Parents have become acutely aware of the 
abuse of children who are left in the care of others. The limited trust in institutions 
nationally and has contributed to parents’ acceptance of sole responsibility for their 
children’s safety. In sum, the increase in affluent children’s experience of surveillance, 
structured leisure-time and chauffeuring serve to benefit affluent parents in their pursuit of 
security, happiness, and capital.  
Indirect Surveillance 
Lareau (2003), Anderson (1999) and Valentine and McKendrick (1997) claim that 
disadvantaged children experience little surveillance during their leisure-time. However, the 
disadvantaged parents I interviewed feel they are supervised. For example, 100% of parents 
say they know where their children are at all times. The primary difference, and perhaps the 
source of Lareau and Anderson’s assertions, is that disadvantaged parents rely more readily 
upon indirect methods of surveillance than affluent families. That is, disadvantaged parents 
are not always physically present with their children when they exercise surveillance 
practices.  
Disadvantaged parents utilise technological surveillance, whereby they call or text their 
children to check their whereabouts and/or enforce rules, such as being home at a certain 
time. In this sense, parents work with children to put a framework in place to keep the child 
safe. With some independent mobility and unstructured time spent ‘hanging-out’ with local 
peers, children absorb the reality of living in a disadvantaged community and forge a strong 
local identity. Therefore, indirectly supervising children serves the purpose of allowing 
children a sense of freedom and encouraging the kinds of experiential learning which will 
serve as valuable social capital into adulthood. 
Disadvantaged parents also utilise their social capital within their community in order to 
keep their children safe and out of trouble. For example, disadvantaged parents discussed 
texting and calling the parents of their child’s friends to double check their whereabouts. 
Parents drop their children off to friends or relatives houses when they need to go on an 
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errand, thus maintaining surveillance. Furthermore, cousins or neighbours who may be 
slightly older often accompany children who walk to school. Disadvantaged parents also rely 
upon local members of authority, such as security guards and shopkeepers or managers to 
discipline their children when appropriate.  
I would argue that where relatives and community members are directly requested to help 
with child-surveillance, disadvantaged parents are able to monitor their children as least as 
much as other families. The problem arises, however, when disadvantaged parents assume 
that community members will take responsibility for keeping an eye on local children more 
generally. For example, 10 (n=23) parents said they know their neighbours would keep an eye 
out for their children when playing outside. Whereas, 4 out of 5 community members 
questioned said they do not take any responsibility for local children playing outdoors. As a 
result, when disadvantaged children are playing close to home, neither parent nor 
community member is supervising them.  
It follows that disadvantaged parents are less likely than affluent parents to take sole 
personal responsibility for the surveillance of their children. There are many factors which 
influence disadvantaged parents experience including larger family sizes, higher rates of 
single parenthood, or local norms. A less obvious factor is that the spectrum of acceptable 
and unacceptable child behaviour diverges quite strongly for families from differing socio-
economic classes. The level of deviance accepted as ‘normal’ in disadvantaged families 
relates to their construction of childhood as Dionysian. For example, for disadvantaged 
parents, their child being banned from a shopping centre or stealing was conveyed as 
deviant but also normal child-like behaviour and not as bad as others. In contrast, the 
unacceptable behaviour cited by affluent families’ included children disobeying rules or 
wandering-off when shopping together. In affluent families, poor educational performance 
would be considered deviant, as it is a gateway to future failure.  
Re-defining Risk with Respect to Surveillance 
The unifying factor in the debate on child-surveillance in contemporary literature is the 
notion that surveillance practices stem from the increasing number of physical and 
emotional risks facing children in the western world. Yet, the previous sections have 
demonstrated that childhood risk is not the sole motivator for parents’ surveillance 
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practices. While I would agree that risks facing children, such as bullying, traffic hazards 
and/or fires, do influence a parent’s decision to employ surveillance practices. I feel that a 
more complex approach to risk needs to be taken, whereby ‘risk’ is re-addressed, to include 
risks to parents.  
There are a number of reasons why the relationship between surveillance and risk needs to 
be re-addressed. It would appear that childhood risk and surveillance practices do not 
necessarily go hand in hand. In disadvantaged communities, children are exposed to local 
risks on a daily basis. As Beck notes, ‘poverty attracts an unfortunate abundance of risks…’ 
(2007: 35). Yet, disadvantaged children experience less surveillance than affluent children.  
In contrast, affluent children are less exposed to risks in their locality, such as drug abuse or 
violence, and the probability that they will experience stranger-danger is very low.36 Yet, 
affluent children are experiencing more surveillance than disadvantaged children.  
Interestingly, despite the fact that the internet has been presented as a threat towards 
children, via the media, expert culture and social institutions (Beckford, 2009), this research 
has found that children’s internet-use is the least supervised leisure activity amongst 
affluent and disadvantaged children. In the same way Giddens suggests the ‘preoccupation 
with risk in modern social life has nothing directly to do with the actual prevalence of life-
threatening dangers’ (1991: 115), I would suggest that parents’ surveillance practices have 
less to do with physical threats to children and more to do with threats to their expectations 
and identity. If risks to children are removed as the primary motivators for child-surveillance 
practices then what other factors should be considered pertinent?   
I would argue that the relationship between the child’s welfare and success, and the identity 
of the parent, has led to a greater dependency on the child. Parents are concerned for the 
children’s safety and welfare, as much as they are concerned for their role as parent, their 
identity as ‘mother’ or ‘father’. Parents need their children to construct their own identities, 
they need their children to meet their expectations, and they need to keep their children 
safe in order to fulfil such needs. Surveillance practices serve as a tool for parents to control 
                                                             
36 80% of affluent parents cited ‘stranger danger’ as their most pertinent concern about 
their children. Yet, throughout Irish history, stranger danger has proved less of a threat to 
children than abuse from relatives, friends, neighbours and teachers (The Ryan and Murphy 
Reports, 2009). 
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all of these needs. For disadvantaged parents, the relationship with risk is complex, because 
physical risks are visible in the community. In order for disadvantaged parents to achieve 
such goals, they must encourage children to gain social capital and street smarts and, thus, 
must give them the freedom to learn experientially. These parents still want to keep their 
children safe, and they adopt indirect surveillance methods in a bid to do so. However, their 
need for children to be accepted in the community, and their own community identity 
influences the extent to which they monitor their children.  
The Impact of Age and Gender on Surveillance Experiences 
There are a number of factors that have been included by other scholars that were not 
discussed in very much detail in this research. For example, in this research, I found little 
evidence to suggest that the gender of the child had an impact upon the modes or methods 
of surveillance adopted by parents. There was an excellent gender balance of child 
participants in this research with one more girl than boys interviewed. Yet, the ways in 
which parents talked about and interacted with children, such as requesting them to go to 
activities every week or asking them to come home at a certain time, was uniform across 
both genders, varying most notably by class. While two parents claimed their sons could be 
more easily manipulated than their daughters or were less intelligent, these parents did not 
exercise different surveillance practices or have different constructions of childhood for 
their children based on gender.   
Where gender played a larger role in this research was in the anecdotal evidence from 
parents claiming that there is a gender difference between the way in which mothers and 
fathers approach surveillance practices. According to the female participants of this study, 
mothers take more responsibility for surveillance than do fathers. They claimed that fathers 
are less anxious about risk, respond less severely to media stories about child-abduction 
etc., and are less comfortable with concealed surveillance practices. As fathers did not really 
engage with this research (I interviewed only one father), I have no quantifiable evidence of 
a gender difference in surveillance parenting. I would suggest that further research is 
warranted into the relationship between father and child, fathers’ surveillance behaviours 
and the values fathers place on children’s structured and unstructured leisure-time.  
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Throughout the course of the research, there were times when parents gave some 
indication that age had an impact upon their surveillance practices. Parents discussed 
children being ‘too young’ to stay home alone or ‘too young’ to answer the door by 
themselves. However, parents’ discussions related to all of their children whether they were 
7 or 10-years-old, not their young and their older children. In other words, there was little 
evidence of parents monitoring children differently between the ages of 6 and 10. 
Instead, parents discussed age as a trigger that would, at some point in the future, going to 
be a factor influencing how they would interact with their child. Some parents indicated that 
if they did not have younger children then they would give their older children more 
freedom, claiming that they would trust them to be alone. Yet in practice, only two parents 
discussed actual scenarios when they left their older child without supervision. It would 
seem from interviews that parents relate in one way to children younger than 12 and expect 
behaviours to change when children become adolescents. They discuss having to give 
children more freedom when they are older. Research into the surveillance of adolescents 
may have very different findings to this research and may be an interesting follow-on study.  
6.3.4   The Agency Strand  
Chapter 5 has demonstrated that children express their agency by negotiating with parents’ 
decisions about unstructured play, safety-zones, play-dates, and structured activities. 
Children negotiate by accepting, rejecting, or compromising with surveillance practices. It is 
through such negotiations that children ‘shape their own experiences of childhood’ 
(Backett-Millburn and Harden, 2004). In this research, a distinction has been made between 
oppositional agency and supportive agency, where ‘supportive agency’ represents the 
child’s attempts to understand, accept and co-operate with the rules, and ‘oppositional 
agency’ represents children’s bending, breaking and questioning rules.  
A critical finding of this research is that class differences in children’s leisure activities 
generate class differences in children’s agency. That is, by the age of 10 years, children from 
Cork city already display different responses and different self-efficacy based on their socio-
economic background. The data suggests that disadvantaged children display greater self-
efficacy and express oppositional agency more frequently than affluent children. I would 
argue that the type of agency displayed by children is influenced by the methods of 
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surveillance used by parents, and by the construction of childhood ingrained in parents’ 
habitus.  
The co-operative and technological surveillance methods used by disadvantaged parents 
give children more opportunity for negotiation. For example, disadvantaged parents ask 
their children to hand over their mobile phone or give them access to their social media 
profiles so that they can check up on the child’s activities. In response to such requests, 
some children exercised oppositional agency by using seemingly illegible abbreviations in 
their text messages or blocking parents on their ‘Facebook’ page. Other children 
demonstrate supportive agency by remaining within parents’ safety-zones and texting 
parents to let them know which friend’s house they are visiting. In contrast, the concealed 
and co-operative surveillance practices of affluent parents provide children with less 
opportunity to express their agency. Affluent parents admit to checking children’s mobile 
phones and media profiles without their children’s knowledge. By concealing their 
surveillance, affluent parents limit their children’s engagement with the surveillance 
practice, thus limiting their potential for agency.  
Furthermore, while affluent parents and children communicate in a more discursive fashion 
than disadvantaged families, my data would suggest that the opinions of children are not 
considered in decision-making. Parents are more likely to choose the structured activities in 
which children engage, the frequency at which children attend such activities and the 
frequency of children’s play dates. Some parents admit to coercing children into thinking 
they played a part in such decisions, thus manipulating their agency. Affluent children’s lack 
of power in shaping their own experiences contradicts contemporary literature, which 
suggests that children are ‘ruling the roost’ (Kolbert, 2013). Instead, I would argue that 
parents who claim to spend all their time engaged in activities for the children or 
chauffeuring children from place to place, are actively choosing to centre their lives around 
what they perceive to be the wants and needs of the child. 
Self-efficacy and the Construction of Childhood 
Self-efficacy and agency are interrelated, where self-efficacy is a belief and agency is an 
action (Cherry, 2011; Bandura, 1977). It is my contention that children have to believe that 
they are capable of changing their experience before they can take the appropriate action. 
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For example, before a disadvantaged child crosses a street alone, they must have the belief 
that they are capable of crossing the street without help. According to Levine, ‘when 
children are high in self-efficacy they find it easy to act on their own behalf’ (2008: 71), that 
is they have agency.  
Children displayed varying degrees of self-efficacy. Children were asked a series of questions 
about their ability to cross the street, prepare food, use the phone, walk to school etc. 
Disadvantaged children perceived themselves to be more capable than affluent on every 
single question. The difference in children’s self-efficacy is a significant finding and has not 
been previously discussed in sociological literature on childhood. Why was there such a 
divergence in the self-efficacy of affluent and disadvantaged children in this research? I 
would argue that the construction of childhood, as Apollonian or Dionysian has a significant 
impact upon the child’s self-perception.  
Children’s perception of their own agency mirrors that of their parents. Affluent children, 
who are considered vulnerable and precious, are treated as such. They are protected from 
physical, emotional, and social threats by their parents via surveillance. When interviewed, 
these children showed signs that they have taken on-board the construction adopted by 
their parents. They too believe they are too small or it is too dangerous. They have begun to 
internalise parents’ anxieties in relation to risk. Some affluent children have been so 
affected by stories of stranger-danger that it has influenced their behaviour. Affluent 
children do not expect to have skills, such as preparing food or walking to school, nor is it 
expected of them. It is my contention, then, that parents are socialising children into the 
role as Apollonian child.  
Affluent children’s decreased likelihood of expressing oppositional agency and their 
increased likelihood of co-operating with surveillance, has led them to display the 
characteristics of docile bodies. Affluent children have begun to exercise self- control and 
impose their own boundaries. I would suggest that the characteristics associated with docile 
bodies are valued in affluent families. Children who self-regulate by surveilling themselves 
and others display self-control, obedience, self-motivation, all necessary skills and 
behaviours necessary for competing in a global capitalist economy.  
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Disadvantaged families consider their children more capable than affluent families. Parents 
feel that their children have street smarts, they can walk to school alone and they can play 
outside without direct surveillance. Disadvantaged children’s sense of self-efficacy is higher 
than affluent parent’s self-efficacy. For example, disadvantaged children believe they can 
cross the street, use the phone, prepare food, and walk to school without supervision. 
Disadvantaged children also display a greater ability to cope with risks such as stranger 
danger. Therefore, in line with Larsen and Verma (1999), this research has found that 
children’s autonomous play builds confidence and self-efficacy in children. 
It follows that disadvantaged children are more likely to express oppositional agency. They 
break parents’ rules. For example, disadvantaged children had been in trouble with security 
guards, were caught drinking or smoking, wandered off, and broke safety zone boundaries. 
These children readily express oppositional agency and often test the boundaries set by 
parents. It is my contention that the disadvantaged children participating in this research 
were displaying characteristics associated with Dionysian children. Informed by this 
Dionysian construction, parents’ surveillance practices help to re-produce the class habitus 
and the construction of childhood accepted in their field.   
6.3.5  The Irish Case 
Given that almost 95% of the interviewees in this research were mothers, this section 
discusses the unique cultural influences on Irish motherhood. In Ireland, the Catholic Church 
played an important role in shaping attitudes towards mothering and family life. The mother 
did the menial tasks of the household. She was ‘happy to stay at home rearing the children 
in the love and sight of God’ (Inglis, 1998: 248). She was the revered head of the household. 
Attitudes of ‘self-denial and making do were so central to being a good person that they 
became an almost automatic, second nature’ (Inglis, 1998: 150). Although the role of 
women has expanded significantly in the last forty years, I would argue that traditional 
constructions of mothers as ‘virtuous’ and ‘self-sacrificing’ feeds the perceptions and 
expectations adopted by both affluent and disadvantage mothers in different ways.  
Interviews suggest that Irish mothers take more responsibility for child-surveillance than 
their husbands or partners, regardless of their employment status or socio-economic 
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background.37 In affluent families where women were working, they still claimed to dedicate 
more of their time to personally supervising their children than fathers. In fact, some 
parents suggested that surveillance practices and children’s involvement in structured 
activities left them feeling tired. Perhaps affluent mothers feel they need to 
overcompensate for their returning to work, which do not conform to the discourse on the 
virtuous mother? In disadvantaged families, being viewed as a ‘good’ mother by community 
members and peers is still a high priority for parents who seek to conform to local norms. 
However, disadvantaged mothers do not feel that same pressure to dedicate themselves to 
their role as ‘mother’ in the same way as affluent parents.  
The Struggle of Globalisation 
Forces of globalisation have exposed Ireland to the lives, cultures, risks, and successes of 
other countries in the last twenty years. According to the Ernst and Young Global Index Poll, 
Ireland ranked the second most globalised country in the world based on GDP in 2012 and 
this is set to continue to 2015. Keohane and Kuhling comment, ‘the experience of living in 
contemporary Ireland is that of living in an in-between world, in-between cultures, and 
identities, an experience of liminality’ (2005: 6). As a result, Ireland has not yet abandoned 
its cultural past but it is forging ahead, integrating globalised value systems.  
Globalisation is a struggle to be ‘seen as the same, to be liked, loved, accepted and 
respected as well as a struggle to be different, to achieve position, power and distinction 
and to be deferred to’ (Inglis, 2008: 31). Globalisation has heightened parents’ awareness of 
the new requirements facing their child to succeed in a global world. As such, parents in 
Ireland, particularly affluent parents who are more exposed to the forces of globalisation, 
are caught within this struggle. The struggle to fit into normative parenting and surveillance 
practices but also the struggle to gain capital and give their children the opportunity to be 
extraordinary. Parents are anxious to award their child every opportunity to compete with 
others, often by embracing adult-directed activities. 
                                                             
37 I have no primary research to suggest that fathers are less strict about surveillance 
practices as they did not engage in the research process. Instead, these findings are based 
upon mother’s perceptions of father’s parenting behaviour.  
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Disadvantaged mothers are less exposed to the struggle of globalisation. Their limited social 
mobility, their tendency to be unemployed and their sense of identity in the context of the 
broader community reduces the pressure on parents to monitor their children. However, in 
affluent communities the combination of traditional mothering values and new global value 
pressures places Irish mothers in a uniquely vulnerable position in relation to surveillance 
practices. Surveillance allows parents to gain some control over this struggle. By adopting 
surveillance practices mothers are honouring global systems of competition and 
compliance. Simultaneously, by taking personal responsibility for children’s surveillance in a 
bid to overcompensate for being away from the home and sacrificing their personal time in 
dedication to children structured activities, Cork mothers are also honouring the values of 
traditional constructions of ‘Irish motherhood’.  
6.4.0  Contribution to the Field 
Children and youth studies have become increasingly topical in recent years and public 
concern over the health and well-being of Irish children is present. As such, I feel this 
research has been conducted at a time of exceptional receptivity and social responsiveness 
to understanding childhood in Ireland. As the first research to focus on child-surveillance in 
Ireland, this research contributes significantly to discourse on the spatial, temporal, and 
cultural experience of children in Ireland. Childhood has been examined in the historical and 
cultural context of Cork city. The uniquely Irish influences on child-surveillance, such as the 
significant cultural history of ‘good mothering’ and recent developments in child protection 
policy, have been identified. The significant pool of data gathered throughout the course of 
this study is an invaluable resource of knowledge, which expands upon the recent findings 
of the national study Growing Up in Ireland (2009-2013). 
The identification of different modes and methods of surveillance, on both micro and macro 
levels, add to the discourse on ‘helicopter parenting’ or ‘over-parenting’. The examination of 
Dionysian and Apollonian constructions of childhood in the contemporary Irish context 
contributes to academic understandings of both the construction of childhood and the 
malaise of contemporary parenthood in Ireland. The incorporation of children’s structured 
leisure-activities, unstructured-play, internet use, and independent mobility allowed this 
project to move beyond the narrow focus of children’s structured leisure-time, which has 
 225 
been the focus of many studies. The in-depth exploration of parents’ motivations for their 
respective surveillance trends allowed the discussion to progress the analysis of surveillance 
beyond models of surveillance as childhood-risk management. 
One of the most progressive aspects of this research is the fact that it presents the views of 
parents and children without criticism thus allowing for a more balanced perspective on 
surveillance parenting. Unlike Marano (2008) and Furedi (2008), this research does not 
berate parents as instigators of negative surveillance practices rather it attempts to 
understand the pressures underpinning such behaviour. A balanced exploration of both 
positive and negative aspects of child-surveillance and an interrogation of the wider social 
processes impact on surveillance have been presented. 
Unlike previous research, the findings of this study suggest that the reasons for diverging 
trends in parents’ surveillance practices are not simply linked to their perception of 
childhood risk and child protection. Instead, parents’ surveillance practices are linked to the 
construction of their own identity and their expectations for their children (which are 
informed by their habitus). Furthermore, this study is unique in identifying the significant 
impact of surveillance practices upon children’s expression of agency and self-efficacy. The 
new findings in relation to children’s agency and the re-production of the class habitus 
through surveillance, pose a number of questions for child scholars going forward. 
6.5.0  Reflections and Limitations 
6.5.1  Parents’ Performances 
Discrepancies in parents’ responses initially caused some confusion when drawing 
conclusions from transcripts. I found that parents sometimes contradicted themselves over 
the course of the interview. Parents’ responses in questionnaires were sometimes different 
to those in interviews, and children’s’ answers sometimes contradicted those of parents. 
However, when parents’ responses were underpinned by Goffman’s theory of dramaturgy, I 
concluded that parents were sometimes ‘performing’ for the benefit of the researcher.  
Dramaturgy recognises that people have front of stage and backstage roles. Peoples’ 
intimate interactions within the family are often separated from their interactions in the 
field. The interviews required parents and children to expose their private lives to the public 
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sphere. As such, parents constructed a narrative of sorts about family life, which they 
perceive as acceptable to the researcher and fit for purpose. I have called parents 
construction of a narrative, their ‘performance’, in line with Goffman’s (1964) assertions.  
The fact that parents filter their responses or construct a particular narrative, calls into 
question the reliability of their responses. Rather than omit parents’ input, I would argue 
that all research that seeks to include the opinions of parents and children, should consider 
the element of performance associated with public and private lives. For instance, analysis 
of the Growing Up in Ireland data should consider the reliability of parents’ responses in 
light of their performance.   
6.5.2  Accessing Apollonian Children for Research 
One of the biggest challenges encountered during this research was gaining access to 
affluent children for the purpose of recruiting participants for both quantitative and 
qualitative methods. My experience was that gatekeepers proved to be impenetrable. As 
outlined in the methodology chapter, I spent many months approaching schools, crèches, 
and activity leaders in affluent communities in order to distribute questionnaires, but to no 
avail. In many cases, my requests were rejected before even being presented to the families 
themselves. In the end, the distribution of questionnaires was abandoned in affluent areas 
and families were recruited for qualitative interviews using a snowball approach. The 
difficulty in accessing affluent children for this research resulted in an uneven acquisition of 
affluent and disadvantaged data sources and a careful presentation of data.  
In contrast, a number of community leaders in disadvantaged areas responded positively to 
my requests and questionnaires were distributed without too much difficulty. I would argue 
that the large volume of research, community based initiatives and evaluations conducted 
in disadvantaged areas each year has normalised research to a degree. This was not the case 
in affluent communities, who were more concerned about the invasive nature of research 
on families.  
The challenge of accessing affluent children for research is reflective of the findings in two 
ways. Firstly, the construction of childhood as Apollonian was obviously present in 
organisations in affluent areas. Organisations in affluent areas acted as gatekeepers in a 
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much firmer sense than in disadvantaged areas. Teachers and activity leaders were 
‘protecting’ families and vulnerable innocent children by denying my access. They were 
perhaps mistrustful of my intensions as a researcher and were not open to exposing 
children to my questions. Protecting the child’s voice was paramount. I would argue that 
organisations working with children have become so concerned with child protection that 
they have stopped using personal judgements and begun operating by policy and procedure 
only. It did not matter to the organisation that I had been granted ethical approval, that I 
had been Garda Vetted and that I was a researcher associated with UCC. Some 
organisations took a conscious decision to simply block my access by not even distributing 
letters or allowing parents to decide upon their own participation. In this sense, affluent 
organisations were controlling the experience of affluent families, thus practicing concealed 
surveillance of sorts.  
Secondly, the individualised nature of affluent life meant that organisations did not want to 
get involved. Mediating between a researcher and a family would have been an additional 
chore for the group leader, on top of facilitating the skill development of children. They may 
have felt that they would be burdening an already extremely busy parent and adding to 
their own workload. Organisations did not want to become associated with my research. 
Perhaps they feared being held responsible for any negative experiences the parent or child 
might have in the research. The increasing litigious nature of society and the discourse on 
child abuse over the last number of years in Ireland may have added to their apprehension. 
The difficulty accessing affluent children resulted in an uneven dataset, specifically the 
quantitative dataset. I had intended to use the quantitative dataset to statistically underpin 
the qualitative data and increase the overall numbers involved in the research rendering it 
more accurate. Yet, in the end the quantitative dataset was severely underused as I had no 
affluent comparison. Consequently, the findings of this research are based on a smaller 
dataset of seventeen families. Therefore, the results cannot be generalised and are relevant 
only for families within Cork City.  
Parents’ Presence  
I would argue that parents’ presence during interviews shaped the responses of children. 
The majority of parents stayed either in the room with the child during the interview or 
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within earshot. Although not considered best practice ethically, I felt I had little choice in 
having parents present during the interview. Children were conscious of parents’ responses 
to their answers. They had noticeably monosyllabic answers and sometimes sought 
guidance from their parents in answering the question. Children’s awareness of their 
parents’ presence was particularly influential when discussing issues around the negotiation 
of the rules, breaking boundaries etc. In hindsight, perhaps it would have been better to 
have a third party observer, rather than a parent supervise my interview with the child. 
Based on my experience, I feel the impact of a parent’s presence on children’s responses to 
research questions warrants further discussion and research. 
6.6.0  Scope for Further Research 
Some findings and unanswered questions were not addressed given the limitations of this 
doctoral thesis. These include anomalies around the surveillance of internet activity, the link 
between disadvantage surveillance and antisocial behaviour and the role of grandparents in 
surveillance,  
The fact that children’s internet activity was found to be one of their least monitored 
activities in this research is very interesting as it raises a number of questions in relation to 
parents’ perception of risk. At a time when children’s’ exposure to online threats such as 
bullying, pornography, and sexual predators has been widely publicised, parents seem to be 
relatively unconcerned. Do parents feel that they have more control over children’s’ online 
presence because of internet software programmes? Do they trust their children to use the 
internet in a responsible manner? Alternatively, do parents feel the threats facing children 
online are less acute than physical risks? Further research on the surveillance of children’s’ 
online activity could be a highly topical study. 
Some scholars (Aizer, 2004) have suggested a link between the lack of monitoring of 
disadvantaged children’s leisure-time and their progression into anti-social behaviour. This 
research sets the groundwork for a more significant study of disadvantaged children’s anti-
social behaviour in Ireland. Expanding on the data pertaining to peer relationships, 
disciplinary experiences and lack of surveillance, generated by this research, a focused study 
could illuminate the links more clearly between unstructured leisure and deviance.  
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In disadvantaged communities, children spend a lot of time in the company of relatives, in 
particular grandparents. Perhaps the only other adults trusted with the care and 
surveillance of children, it would be interesting to explore the role of grandparents in the 
surveillance of children. Additionally, the generation difference between grandparents and 
parents may throw up some interest findings. For example, in relation to the construction of 
children as Apollonian or Dionysian, were affluent children perceived to be Apollonian prior 
to the recent child protection policy changes in Ireland? Given that parents had more 
freedom when they were young, do grandparents feel it necessary to monitor children to 
the extent of parents?  
Finally, the surveillance of foreign-national children living in Ireland and the cultural 
influences on their parents’ motivations for surveillance should be researched. While some 
of the disadvantaged children in this study were in contact with children from different 
cultural backgrounds, foreign-nationals were not recruited as participants. Given that 
‘helicopter parenting’ has been identified in Western countries (Cline and Fay, 1990) and 
‘tiger parenting’ has been identified in Asian countries (Chua, 2011), it would be interesting 
to discover if Asian children living in Ireland experience more surveillance than Irish 
children.  
6.7.0  Conclusion 
In conclusion, this thesis has found that children from Cork city are experiencing surveillance 
trends similar to those identified internationally. These children are experiencing 
surveillance differently based on their socio-economic class. More specifically, affluent 
children experience direct surveillance practices, with parents utilising concealed 
surveillance, structured-leisure time and co-operative surveillance. Disadvantaged children 
experience indirect surveillance practices with parents utilising technological surveillance, 
co-operative surveillance, and unstructured-leisure activities.  
I have argued that surveillance is not primarily adopted in response to childhood-risk 
management, thus undermining the arguments of a number of contemporary scholars 
(Furedi, 2008; Rutherford, 2011). Instead, there are a number of factors at play in parents’ 
decision to adopt surveillance practices. They include the construction of childhood (as 
Dionysian or Apollonian) held by parents, the construction of parents’ own identity (around 
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either their role as ‘parent’ or their role as ‘community member’), the values and 
expectations they hold within their habitus and field, and the cultural impact of ‘Irish 
motherhood’ and globalisation. Surveillance enables parents from each socio-economic 
cohort to manage the struggle of parenting in Ireland.  
Finally, and most importantly, this research has found that the surveillance practices affect 
children’s agency. I found that affluent children are given less opportunity to negotiate with 
parents’ surveillance practices and they are less likely to express oppositional agency. 
Affluent children therefore, display the characteristics associated with the Apollonian 
construction of childhood and, to a certain extent, docile bodies.  
To explain further, this research has shown that the surveillance ‘gaze’ of parents is not just 
directed at the child, but it is a process in which children participate. For Foucault, docile 
bodies are created by institutions of power that required individuals to conform to accepted 
regulations. A parallel can be drawn between parents’ surveillance practices and Foucault’s 
institutions of power. In this research, the children who are experiencing the most acute 
surveillance gaze are the same children who demonstrate supportive rather than 
oppositional agency, akin to docile bodies. That is, children begin to regulate their own 
behaviour, internalise the fears of parents and co-operate with the family’s surveillance 
strategy. Children are being socialised to be docile, self-regulating and unquestioning. This is 
a major concern as affluent children have access to most resources and social capital so they 
are most likely to be going to third-level and working in positions of power. The presence of 
docility in people in positions of power means a lack of reflexivity in the upper echelons of 
society and a reproduction of social problems.  
In contrast, disadvantaged children experience greater opportunity to negotiate with 
surveillance and are more likely to express oppositional agency. As a result, disadvantaged 
children were more independent, capable and experienced. Their freedom also arms them 
with valuable skills, such as problem solving, that could be very valuable to society. Yet, due 
to their lack of resources and lack of capital, the opportunities for these children to fulfil 
their potential are stifled once they finish school.  
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I conclude that there are fundamental problems with both affluent and disadvantaged 
children’s experiences of childhood in Cork. Surveillance practices, although adopted by 
parents in a bid to manage the complex social processes to which they are exposed, also 
work to re-produce the social class habitus and maintain parents’ identity. Consequently, 
opportunities are lost. Disadvantaged children have much more to give to society than they 
are given the opportunity to give and affluent children could be much more productive in 
creating new and exciting solutions to social problems if they are allowed to develop 
independence, reflexivity and critical thinking skills in place of docility.  
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7.0     Appendices 
Appendix A: Parent’s Interview Questions 
(1) BACKGROUND 
1. Tell me a little bit about your family situation?  
2. How many people are in the household, what ages etc?  
3. What do you do for a living? 
 
(2) TRANSPORT  
4. What classes are the children in, in school? 
5. How do the children get to school? 
6. Are there any other options available – would it be possible for them to walk or go 
by bus? 
7. Would you allow them to walk to school? Why? 
8. Are there any conditions under which you would? 
 
(3) AFTER SCHOOL ROUTINE  
9. What kind of after school arrangements do you have? Who collects the kids etc.? 
10. Have you ever allowed your child to come home alone, or to an empty house?  
11. Does your child know how to use the phone?  
12. Do you know your neighbours well? 
13. Do you have any family living in this area? 
14. Would you ever leave the children with neighbours? 
15. Do you ever check on your children when you are not with them? E.g. Calling them, 
internet security, making plans etc. 
(4) ORGANISED ACTIVITIES 
16. Do your child take part in structured activities after school? 
17. Who chooses the classes or groups that they attend? 
18. Are the locations of the activities far from here? How do you get there? 
19. Do you spend much time driving children from place to place?  
20. Are the activities paid or unpaid? 
21. Do your children have friends who attend the same activities? 
22. Do you know if there are any other ethnic groups or other classes attending these 
classes  
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23. Do your children ever attend community groups or youth groups in the local area? 
24. How do you find the schedule of your children’s activities? 
25. Would you personally go without something in order for your child to attend his or 
her class? 
26. Are there any assessments, performances or competitions required from any of the 
classes? 
27. Does your child get involved in these? 
28. What do you think are the benefits of attending structured activities for your 
children?  
(5) OUTDOOR PLAY 
29. Are your children’s friends living close by or far away i.e. beyond walking distance? 
30. Are the children allowed to visit (walk to) their friends on their own? 
31. Do you ever have their friends over to play and vice versa? 
32. Weather permitting do the children usually play in the garden, in the house or out in 
the neighbourhood/green/street? 
33. Are there any places in the estate/area that you have told your child not to go? 
34. Do your children usually spend time playing out on the street with neighbours or 
siblings? 
35. When they are out in the neighbourhood is there anyone keeping an eye on them? 
(6) RISK 
36. Is there ever a time when you don’t know where your child is? 
37. Does your child own a mobile phone? Why? 
38. What do you think are the biggest threats to your child? Why do they need to be 
supervised? 
39. Do you think that your children have street smarts? 
40. In terms of media reports; would reports on missing children, abductions, murders 
etc. effect how you go about your daily routine? How so? 
(7) PEER PRESSURE 
41. In terms of setting ground rules would you find yourself falling in with other parent’s 
rules or is there a particular set rules in your house? 
42. Would you be inclined to allow your child to go somewhere or do something if their 
friend’s parents were allowing them? 
43. Finally, what would you like to see for your children in the future? 
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Appendix B: Child’s Interview Questions (children aged 6-8) 
 
1. How, old are you / what class are you in?   
 
2. What’s your best friend’s name? Does s/he live near you? 
 
3. Do you go to any classes or sports?  
 
4. Who picks what classes/groups you go to?  
 
5. Do you like going to classes/sports? What happens if you don’t want to go? 
 
6. Do you ever play matches or have competitions in your classes/groups?  
 
7. Do you evern win/lose? How does that make you feel? 
 
9. Is there ever a time when you are at home on your own?  
 
10. What do you do when you’re on your own? Do you like it? Would you be afraid? 
 
11. What would you be afraid of if you were on your own?   
 
12. Can you tell me what you would do if you had to cross the street on your own?  
 
13. Can you tell me what you would do if a person you didn’t know started talking to you 
when you are outside playing on your own?  
 
14. Can you tell me what you would do if a person you didn’t know started talking to you 
when you are outside playing with your friends?  
 
15. Where did you learn those things?  
 
16. Are you able to use the phone? Who do you call? 
 
17. Do your parents have rules that your friends parents don’t have? Like what? 
 
18. What kinds of games do you play when you are outside, in the garden or street?  
 
19. Do you ever make up your own rules for games? 
 
20. Which do you prefer making up your own games or playing on the computer, Wii or 
indoor games?  
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Appendix C: Child’s Interview Questions (children aged 8-10) 
1. How old are you? What class are you in? 
 
2. How do you get to school every day? Do you like that? Would you prefer bus/walk/drive?  
 
3. Are you ever on your own  in the house after school?  
 
4. Do you think you would/have you ever been nervous or afraid being on your own? 
 
5. Are you able to use the phone? The internet? Do you have a mobile?  
 
6. Do your parents always know what you are doing on the internet or on your phone?  
 
7. Are you ever allowed to walk anywhere on your own? Or with your friends?  
 
8. Are there any places/streets in your neighborhood that you are not allowed to go? 
 
9. Did you ever tell your mother you were going somewhere and then went somewhere else?  
 
10. If you had to cross a road on your own what would you do? 
 
11. If a person you didn’t know came up to talk to you what would you do?  
 
12. Where did you learn that?  
 
13. What would you be most afraid of if you had to go places without an adult?  
 
14. Do you ever ask your parents to change the rules a little bit? (Give example bedtime) 
 
15. What kinds of after school sports/activities do do you do?  
 
16. Who choses which sports/activities you go to?   
 
17. Do you always want to go to classes/sports? What happens if you don’t want to go?  
 
18. Do you ever have matches or competitions? Do you get nervous?  
 
19. What would happen if you didn’t do well? How would you feel?  
 
20. Do you wish that you had more time to play at home?  
 
21. Do your parents have any rules that your friends don’t have? Do you think that is fair?  
 
22. When you are at home what kinds of games do you play or what do you do? Do you make up 
games?  
 
23. Why do you think it is important for you to go to different groups and classes after school?  
 
24. What do you want to be when you grow up? 
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Appendix D: Parent Questionnaire 
 
 
                 Front of Parent Questionnaire 
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                Back of Parent Questionnaire 
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Appendix E: Child Questionnaire 
 
 
                 Front of Child Questionnaire 
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              Back of Child Questionnaire 
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Appendix F: Time-Use Survey 
 
 
                          Time-Use Survey (Day 1) 
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                Time-Use Survey (Day One) Cont'd. 
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Appendix G: Children’s Drawing Worksheet 
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Appendix H: Structured Activity Timetable 
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Appendix I: Participant Profiles 
(a) Detailed Participant Profile from Parents Questionnaires 
# Socio-Econ Education Job 
# in 
Family Other   
1 Disadvantaged Diploma /PLC Sales 4     
2 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert Ceiling fixer 4     
3 Disadvantaged Junior Cert Student Fetec 2 Single mother 
4 Disadvantaged Degree unemployed 3 Single mother 
5 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert unemployed 4     
6 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert unemployed 7     
7 Disadvantaged Junior Cert unemployed, homemaker 3 Single mother 
8 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert factory worker 4     
9 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert Cleaner, scaffold worker 5     
10 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert Plasterer, unemployed 3     
11 Disadvantaged Junior Cert Accountant + homemaker 6     
12 Disadvantaged Primary School factory worker + home help 5     
13 Disadvantaged Degree care assistant  5     
37 Disadvantaged Primary School long term unemployed 4 Single mother 
14 Disadvantaged Diploma /PLC business manager 3     
15 Disadvantaged Diploma /PLC HSE speech therapist + carer 6     
16 Disadvantaged FAS course health care 3 Single mother 
17 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert receptionist 2 Single mother 
18 Disadvantaged degree nurse + medical services 3     
19 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert I.T. and homemaker 7     
20 Disadvantaged Junior Cert manager + (G.O) 4     
21 Disadvantaged Leaving Cert Clerical part time + logisitcs 3     
22 Disadvantaged Diploma /PLC Accountant + factory worker 4     
23 Affluent  FAS course clerical officer HSE 3 Single mother 
24 Affluent Diploma /PLC Accountant and homemaker 5     
25 Affluent Leaving Cert part time Admin + sales 4     
26 Affluent degree 
Chartered Accountant + IT 
project Manager 4     
27 Affluent Leaving Cert homemaker 3 Single mother 
28 Affluent Diploma /PLC engineer + homemaker 5     
29 Affluent Diploma /PLC Self-employed IT + sales 4     
30 Affluent Leaving Cert civil servant + retired 4     
31 Affluent Primary School accountant, Project manager 4     
32 Affluent Leaving Cert 
social care worker + security 
officer 4     
33 Affluent FAS course long term unemployed 3 Single mother 
34 Affluent Diploma /PLC 
site manager + kitchen 
designer 4     
35 Affluent Leaving Cert self employed 3 single father 
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(b) Detailed Participant Profile from Parent’s Interviews 
Family  Pseud.  Employment # of children 
Marital 
Status 
Socio-
economic 
1 Emily 
Project manager and 
housewife 3 Kids ( 7, 5 and 2) Married Affluent 
2 Vickie Bank (part time) 3 Kids (14, 12 and 10) Married Affluent 
3 Angela Works Full time 3 Kids (13 and 7, son, 8) Co-habitant Disadvantaged 
4 Leah Cleaner Mornings only 4 Kids (16, 12, 9 and 6) Single Mom Disadvantaged 
5 Fran 
Factory Worker and 
house wife 2 Kids (10 and 6) Married Disadvantaged 
6 Aoife 
Self Employed 
construction 2 Kids (14 and 11) Married Affluent 
7 Patricia Unemployed 3 Kids (13, 9 and 6) Single Mom Disadvantaged 
8 Nancy Bank (part time) 2 Kids (10 and 7) Married Affluent 
9 Terry 
Financial adviser, lecturer 
(flex hrs) 2 Kids (7 and 6) Married Affluent 
10 Laura 
Project manager and 
housewife 2 Kids (7 and 3) Married Affluent 
11 Monica Student / Factory worker 3 Kids (13, 9 and 7) Married 
Transitional 
(Dis) 
12 Lisa Bank (part time) 2 Kids (11 and 6)  Married Affluent 
13 Claire 3 year career break 3 kids (9, 5 and 2) Married Affluent 
14 Penelope Bank clerk (part time) 4 kids (26, 22, 20 and 6) Married Affluent 
15 Adele 
Career break and 
working 3 Kids (7, 5 and 3)  Married Affluent 
16 Greg Taxi Driver 3 kids (12, 9 and 5) Married Disadvantaged 
 
(c) Detailed Participant Profile from Child Questionnaires 
 
Respondent Number  Area Age Socio-Econ 
1 Blackpool 7 Disadvantaged 
2 Blackpool 7 Disadvantaged 
3 Blackpool 7 Disadvantaged 
4 Blackpool 7 Disadvantaged 
5 Blackpool 7 Disadvantaged 
6 Blackpool 7 Disadvantaged 
7 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
8 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
9 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
10 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
11 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
12 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
13 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
14 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
15 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
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16 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
17 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
18 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
19 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
20 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
21 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
22 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
23 Blackpool 6 Disadvantaged 
24 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
25 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
26 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
27 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
28 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
29 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
30 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
31 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
32 Blackpool 9 Disadvantaged 
33 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
34 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
35 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
36 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
37 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
38 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
39 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
40 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
41 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
42 Blackpool 10 Disadvantaged 
43 Ballyphehane 7 Disadvantaged 
44 Ballyphehane 8 Disadvantaged 
45 Ballyphehane 8 Disadvantaged 
46 Ballyphehane 9 Disadvantaged 
47 Ballyphehane 9 Disadvantaged 
48 Ballyphehane 9 Disadvantaged 
49 Ballyphehane 9 Disadvantaged 
50 Ballyphehane 10 
Disadvantaged 
51 Ballyphehane 10 Disadvantaged 
52 Togher 7 Disadvantaged 
53 Togher 7 Disadvantaged 
54 Togher 7 Disadvantaged 
55 Togher 8 Disadvantaged 
56 Togher 8 Disadvantaged 
57 Togher 8 Disadvantaged 
58 Togher 8 Disadvantaged 
59 Togher 8 Disadvantaged 
60 Togher 9 Disadvantaged 
61 Togher 9 Disadvantaged 
62 Togher 9 Disadvantaged 
63 Togher 9 Disadvantaged 
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(d) Detailed Participant Profile from Child Interviews 
 
# Age Pseud. Parent Ps.  Socio-Econ Siblings Structure 
1 7 Joey Emily Affluent Brother 5, Brother 2 Married 
2 10 Evan Vickie Affluent Brother 14, Brother 12 Married 
3 10 Abbey Nicola Affluent Brother 15, Sisters 12 and 7 Married 
4 7 Lacey Nicola Affluent Brother 15, Sisters 12 and 10 Married 
5 7 Ally Angela Disadvantaged Sister 13, Step Brother 8 Unmarried 
6 10 zara Leah Disadvantaged  Brothers 16, 12 and 6 Single Mom 
7 6 Ellie Fran Disadvantaged Brother 10 Married 
8 10 Jerry Fran Disadvantaged Sister 6 Married 
9 10 Lily Aoife Affluent Sister 14 Married 
10 6 Gail Patricia Disadvantaged Brothers 9 and 13 Single Mom 
11 9 Jimmy Patricia Disadvantaged Sister 6 and Brother 13 Single Mom 
12 10 Elizabeth Nancy Affluent Brother 7 Married 
13 7 Rory Nancy Affluent Sister 10 Married 
14 7 Dave Terry Affluent Sister 6 Married 
15 7 Cory Laura Affluent Brother 3 Married 
16 7 Christopher Monica Transitional Brother 13 and Sister 9 Married 
17 9 Annie Monica Transitional Brothers 13 and 7 Married 
18 11 Chloe Lisa Affluent Sister 6 Married 
19 8 Tommy Claire Affluent Brother 5 and sister 2 Married 
20 6 Kevin Penelope Affluent Brothers 26,22 and 20 Married 
21 7 Callum Adele Affluent Sisters 5 and 3 Married 
 
(e) Detailed Participant Profile from Community Questionnaires 
 
Respondent # Age Job Sex 
Average age of children in 
your area 
1 50 Travel Guide F 3-5yrs 
2 35 Teacher F 5-10yrs 
3 40 Teacher F 5-10yrs 
4 30 Social Worker F 5-10yrs 
5 26 Student/community group leader F 5-10yrs 
 
(f) Detailed Participant Profile from Community Interviews 
 
Respondent # Age Job Sex Socio-Econ Area of work 
1 25 Primary School Teacher F Disadvantaged 
2 27 Primary School Teacher F Affluent 
3 32 Special Needs Assistant F Affluent 
4 45 Youth Club Leader M Disadvantaged 
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Appendix J: Sample Interview Transcript 
 
                Nancy, Affluent [14th October 2010 at 18:45] 
Interviewer:   So, first of all just tell me a bit about the background here, how many are in 
the family and what do you do for a living? 
Interviewee:  There is 4 of us, my husband, myself and my 2 children a girl and a boy, and 
we’re both in the bank and I work part time, I job share, so I do kind of a 3 
day week and [my husband] works full time obviously. 
Interviewer:   Okay, and how old are [your son] and [your daughter]? 
Interviewee:   Yeah, [my daughter] is 10 and [my son] is 6. 
Interviewer:   How do they travel to school every day? 
Interviewee:   [My husband] drops them on his way to work every morning, unless he is 
away or has to do something very early I would drop them, but in general 
he drops them on his way to work. 
Interviewer:   Okay, so they are always driven anyway? 
Interviewee:   Yes, yeah, because I sent them to school in Douglas which is outside the 
parish. 
Interviewer:   Okay, so they couldn’t really walk? 
Interviewee:   They couldn’t. 
Interviewer:   How come you sent them to school in Douglas, instead of this parish? 
Interviewee:   Well I worked in Douglas for years, [my husband] is based in Douglas now, 
but the school [my daughter] is in, I always said if I ever had a little girl that 
I would send her to that school, it’s a very good school. I had them in 
playschool in Douglas because I was working in Douglas and the playschool 
was right next door to the school and they don’t have friends there and I 
got a place in school and it’s an excellent girls school. It’s not like it puts us 
out, in that he passes the school every day. And we actually get in there 
quicker than people who are living, say in Douglas,  Because we are going 
against the traffic, so it’s not an inconvenience and then [son] is in school 
around the corner in Douglas, purely from a convenience point of view it’s 
also a very good boys school and I haven’t told him about it at that time, 
but as it came near to him going to school it made sense, he is literally up 
around the corner from her and it’s an excellent school. 
Interviewer:  What happens then when they come home from school, are they collected  
as well? 
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Interviewee:  They are collected from school, yeah, either I collect them on my lunch when I am 
working or when I’m off, obviously I’m around, but they’re brought home and there is 
a lady here, three of the days I’m working and actually the other 2 days they are 
actually brought to my mother’s house. 
Interviewer:  Okay, so they’re never on their own in the house? 
Interviewee:  No, never, never, no. 
Interviewer:  And would you ever leave them on their own, do you think? At what age do you think 
you would maybe be a little bit more open to it? 
Interviewee:  Well once or twice I have run to the shop. Only for a couple of minutes. But I don’t 
know, like [my daughter] is 10 right, and you could actually leave her alone. And 
purely from the view of if something happened I would be quite confident because 
she is very sensible. but I wouldn’t leave them here alone. Definitely not in charge of 
[my son] as well. No I wouldn’t, no. I have left them for maybe fifteen minutes, if I had 
a few jobs, which I shouldn’t really, I mean we talked about it recently saying we 
actually have to stop going out without them in the sense that if something happened 
to us when we were out or if anything happened to them, but I  ring them. 
Interviewer:   if you do go out you ring them? 
Interviewee:  Oh yeah, I mean I have nipped down to the shop, not that far, but I would be ringing 
them or they would ring me and I would talk to them while I’m out, you know. 
Interviewer:   What kinds of things would you be worried about? 
Interviewee:  Well sometimes, I think Oh my God she is still is actually only 10 and you know, I have 
warned her not to open the door. And sometimes I’d say to her don’t bother 
answering the phone only ring me, she’d ring me. 
Interviewer:  Okay, but you kind of have system set up when she is on her own. 
Interviewee:  Yeah, yeah. 
Interviewer:  So she obviously knows how to use the phone and she would ring you and they all have 
your phone numbers and would [your son] know how to? 
Interviewee:  He would, now I have been trying to teach him my phone number to remember it, but 
he hasn’t it done it. I have it written down in her schoolbag but I have got her trying to 
get him to learn it and he’s a bit slower than her, but he’s getting there so that if there 
ever was an emergency that he would know my mobile number. He’d never be on his 
own somewhere really, but you know in case there was something I’m trying to get 
him to remember my number. 
Interviewer:   And do you know any of the neighbours living around here, would you know them well 
or  would you be friends with them? 
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Interviewee:  I would know them well, yeah I would really, either side of me and across the road, 
yeah, now I would probably, I’d call in them on occasion but I’d never ring them 
actually I don’t have their phone numbers. 
Interviewer:  Right, okay, so they wouldn’t ever come in and look after the kids for you? 
Interviewee:  No, well now the girl across the road babysits on and off. She is 21 now. She would  
have babysat for the last maybe 4 years, so yeah, not so much now I suppose because 
she is a bit older, but from time to time I would have said to her, could you call in for 
half an hour? But not very often.  
Interviewer:  And do they have friends here as well? Do they have friends on the street? 
Interviewee:  No they have no friends here. 
Interviewer:  Are there kids in the area? 
Interviewee:  There is a girl next door with their twins but one of them is handicapped, they are 
thirteen, there are 2 boys across the road, who are about maybe 19 and 15. See it’s a 
very old park. So what’s been happening is the people have been dying and the 
houses are being sold, so there are people now that would live here with a few 
children up the park, but I don’t know who they are because they moved in in the last 
maybe 3 or 4 years. So I actually don’t know who is living up in the park now. See this 
was my family home. So I would always have known who lived here, but there are 
older people now who are dying off and the houses are being sold. 
Interviewer:  So do you have any family or anything around here? 
Interviewee:  Well my mother lives like 2 parks up from me. but in the park we lived in they would 
have no friends in the park. 
Interviewer:  So then in terms of the activities they do after school  so what actually do they do? 
Interviewee:  Okay [daughter] does swimming, music theory, piano lab and a piano lesson, she does 
dancing for 2 hours and she does hockey that’s her and she does swimming lessons. 
[son] does swimming, karate 2 nights a week, he’s now doing music 2 days a week 
which is theory, he’s doing rugby and he’s doing soccer. 
Interviewer:  and so who chooses the activities? Are they things you wanted them to do? 
Interviewee:  oh yeah a bit of a push, she was mad to learn to swim and that I think is essential 
really, to learn when you’re young because I wouldn’t be a good swimmer and 
because I suppose we go on holidays and the kids swim and all that, I was mad for her 
to learn, so I think that’s very important. She is a great swimmer so she doesn’t really 
need to take classes, but every so often she goes in and out of classes just to kind of 
swim and stuff like that and he’s kind of doing fine for his age, you know. The music, I 
was mad for her to do and she does really like it. So on account of her doing it, he was 
mad to do it because he was used to going in and out of school of music with me to 
collect her, so he was mad to start. He started in September and he really likes it as 
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well. She was mad to try dancing and because she went dancing when she was about 
3, so she was always kind of into music, she loves music. Then because [my husband] 
was fierce involved in sport, he wanted them to get involved in sport, a team sport, 
she started hockey last year and she loves that as well. She might not excel in it, but 
she’d be good. She is just kind of a good all around her you know. 
Interviewer:  Yeah. And did they have any friends in the groups before they went it  
Interviewee:  No, not really no, like dancing, you know she went off on her own and she made 
friends, music was the same, she wouldn’t have known anybody. All of them actually 
I’d put her into everything. Now hockey she would have, because they have been 
starting hockey last year since a lot of girls in her class started hockey. But everything 
else really, like I just pushed her into it. And now she would be great and she’d get on 
with it. He’d be a bit slower to mix, but like I’d put him into the music now and he 
knew nobody. 
Interviewer:  And did he ever say that he didn’t want to go? 
Interviewee:  Yea but with a bit of coaxing he’d go. She would never say I don’t want to go but he’ll 
say I don’t want to go. You know, he says he doesn’t want to go but every time he 
goes he actually loves it with the rugby and the soccer. That’s where he was saying I 
don’t want to go. Myself and [my husband], we don’t kind of insist insist but we kind 
of coax him because I know that when he actually gets there he really likes it. And he 
comes out all smiles so he does need a bit of a push. Yeah, he’s not great for mixing. 
He likes kind of being on his own which is why I want him to be mixed in because I 
think he is too much on his own, but like even with the rugby now at the start he liked 
it but then there was 2 or 3 weeks that he didn’t want to go.  
Interviewer:  Yeah, and of all those activities like all of the things in this area or their far? 
Interviewee:  No they are miles away. Rugby is down here, I like that it’s near. Music is in the school 
of music. Which isn’t that far, actually its only 5 minutes on the road and swimming I 
suppose it’s not that bad at all , dancing is the other side of town, which is a bit of a 
distance that’s just kind of the dancing and hockey is by her school douglas direction. 
Interviewer:  So it’s pretty wide spanning  
Interviewee:  And soccer is the same, yeah we are kind of in the car a lot of the time really. 
Interviewee:   rugby we could walk to it but we are too lazy on a Saturday morning at 
9 o’clock  
Interviewer:  would you let them off on their own? 
Interviewee:  No, they’re too young. 
Interviewer:  Are all of those things paid activities? 
Interviewee:  Yes, very much so. Yeah, very expensive yeah. 
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Interviewer:  And so do you ever have to go without something yourself to pay for them, you know? 
Interviewee:  Well I suppose up to now or up to last year, it was never an issue really I suppose you 
know, but I suppose now with the recession and you know certainly yeah we’d be 
tightening up and looking at everything but I got a bill now this morning from the 
school of music for € 350 for the second term and I know her dancing is due, but like 
we do before Christmas, we just put away for all the activities and every so often [my 
husband] says well you know they’ll just have to give up something, but I really feel we 
only have 2 children, and I’d like them to do as much as they can for as long as we can 
give it to them because there will come a time when we cant, but everything they are 
kind of doing is important. I think it’s very good for them and I would actually forfeit 
something for myself rather than make them give something up really. Yeah, I would 
like yeah, I would and I prefer us to be, you know minding our money and whatever so 
that they can actually do it. 
Interviewer:  And what do you think are the benefits then of those kind of classes for them either now 
or when they grow up? 
Interviewee:  Okay, from now, I suppose they’re occupied all the time, you see  we stayed here we 
never moved and sometimes I think should we have moved like to a place where the 
population was younger and there was a park and there was children and they’re 
mixing and all that kind of caper but they don’t have that here, but on the other hand I 
feel I can totally control who they play with. And where they go and I wouldn’t be like I 
wouldn’t be the kind that would like 10 children in the house, I’m not like that and I 
don’t think that I’m suited to kind of a park where you can’t turn the child away from 
the door because the mother might be out, you know that there are certain situations 
where you have to let them all come in. And I don’t think I’m suited to that so 
sometimes I think yeah we’re much better off where we are and then other time it’s 
oh God they’re kind of miles away  there is no one they kinda knock on the door and 
go in and play it’s all arranged you know, I have to arrange for someone to come over. 
So I think from that point of view, there are a bit of a disadvantage but then literally 
Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday  and Friday after school they’re doing 
something so we keep them totally occupied. And then at the weekends, yes, we 
would arrange for them to meet up with their friends, you know, but I don’t think they 
miss out because I suppose in the summer they are quite happy playing in the garden 
as well as the two of them bouncing on the trampoline. And I suppose as they will get 
older, I think it’s going to be always arranged but I don’t think that’s bad either 
because I can control who they’re with. You know to a certain degree. And like we go 
to Ardmore for the summer. We have a little house and the house is in the complex 
and its all families and they have a great time and I feel they get the mixing but at the 
end of the summer I have enough of it like. There is one girl, I really don’t want her 
coming into the house, but you can’t tell the child you can’t go to the house and just, 
by the end of it I just  kind of had enough of them under my feet. I’m not that kind of a 
person that would be suited to that, I have enough of that in the summer and enough 
of the freedom for them that they can experience it, because definitely I suppose it’s 
the way they develop because they have to learn how to deal in groups and conflict 
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and you know she won’t let me play and you have to get on with it, you know, and I 
suppose they learn from that whereas they don’t have that here because its only the 
two of them on their own all the time. 
Interviewer:  When they’re here do they ever go out to the street and play? 
Interviewee:  No. 
Interviewer:  And is there a green area up there? 
Interviewee:  No there is nothing, it’s a cul de sac and some kids play there at the end alright. 
Interviewer:  Where is the nearest green kind of space? 
Interviewee:  Oh, it would be down at the corner, but I wouldn’t leave them down there at all 
because it’s very rough. Well it’s not that its very rough, It’s on nearly on to the main 
road, but no, like I wouldn’t let them out, no. 
Interviewer:  In their classes and the sports and things like that, would they come across different 
kinds of children like ethnic groups? 
Interviewee:  your very unlucky with us now because they go to Douglas. You’d have Douglas 
Rochestown and Ballinlough which are all areas where there is a lot of the same. So 
there are very few ethnic groups or different classes in her school, there was none in 
her class. I’d say if there are three of four coloured people in the school. He would be 
much the same, there is very few, I’d say if there is two or three in the school, so he 
would be the same really. 
Interviewer:  And is that across the board and the classes as well? 
Interviewee:  Yes. Well not in the school of music. There is a Chinese girl in the school of music and 
there’s a polish little boy in dancing. Actually, there is a bit of everything in her 
dancing class and hockey would be very much the school the kind of Douglas 
Rochestown crowd. In rugby below yeah, there would the same crowd, but I notice 
actually there is a good few from his school going there as well. Even though now but 
there are only a few locals, they would be coming from kind of all over the city to 
rugby and soccer. 
Interviewer:  Okay, and would you ever send them to anything like a community group or anything 
that was unpaid? 
Interviewee:  No, I’m a bit of a snob, no, not that its unpaid. It wouldn’t bother me that I will be 
paying or not paying but. No, no, but there is nothing that appeals to me, do you know 
Interviewer:  And what appeal to you with the other activities over, say like a community centre or a 
youth group with that kind of thing. 
Interviewee:  Oh, well you see, that’s what they are for too young for youth group I think really. Oh, I 
don’t have problem with them going to the community centre, no, because like the 
lough community centre is there and we would always gone to things actually in the 
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community centers but I think that’s all died down I suppose I’ve never made 
enquiries about it and I suppose because there aren’t other children around that are 
going to things locally, I don’t actually ever hear about them and because we are out 
all day, I don’t see anybody and then there is nobody who has small children near me 
that I would hear that there is something going on. 
Interviewer:  Yeah, and do you find that kind of information from parents in school? 
Interviewee:  Yeah, now we would go to the library, and I have always seen these activities in the 
library but we never go, but we do go up and down to the library that is alright but 
they’re not mixing, I suppose, in community groups near to us here at all. 
Interviewer:  Okay, and then, like, say they’re best friends or they are kind of closest friends, are they 
from school or would they be from, like the activities in the evening or are they all 
different or they are very? 
Interviewee:  They would be from school, I suppose, really mainly, and has a very good friend that 
she met from swimming and they have stayed great friends, My [son’s] would be 
school I suppose really, there would school, yeah, yeah. her would be mainly school 
now she would have great friends in her dancing class as well and none of them would 
be from school, but she would never arrange to meet with them outside the dancing.  
Interviewer:  Are there assessments like performances or tests or whatever in each of the classes? 
Interviewee:  There is, she does like, she does a test, a theory test and practical test in music and 
she does dancing exams maybe twice a year and hockey you know, they’re just 
playing matches kind of swimming, they also have a kind of test at the end of the 
swimming for their certificates and [my son] does gradings in Karate, yeah. 
Interviewer:  And so what do you think are  the main skills that they are learning from all of these 
activities do you think? 
Interviewee:  Well I suppose they learn to mix like they’re learning to kind of go on their own and 
be independent. The school of music set up is just a lovely, I can drop her there, she 
goes in, she has a phone that she can just ring me on and I still teach her to be 
independent, she goes in, she does homework. She goes up and down to her classes, 
she is there literally from when she finishes school I drop her in and she is there until 
6.30 on a Wednesday, so it’s kind of teaching her to be independent and all that. In 
the group things, I suppose karate is teaching them discipline, great discipline for 
him. the sports kind of teach him both winning and losing really and that you’re not 
always going to win like, you know that kind of thing and disappointment. 
Interviewer:  Yeah, and do they mind if they lose? Do they get very upset? 
Interviewee:  He would have now, but I think he’s just kind of younger. She would okay, but it 
hasn’t happened majorly I suppose. the biggest thing would be the karate grade, 
they did a grading last year and this year. He did kind of a street league with the 
soccer when they have tournaments and they give them all a medal and it’s great 
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because they are very young to understand the kind of winning and losing, but in the 
karate for the tournaments they don’t, like it is usually the winner was winner. he 
was fierce upset the first time over that because he didn’t win and I thought that 
was very hard because he was only 6 whereas [my husband] was saying that you 
know it’s good for him to toughen up. But then he won in the next tournament. So 
he was ferocious like it gave him fantastic confidence and it was brilliant like because 
I wasn’t going to send him the second time to the tournament, you know he’s too 
young this is ridiculous but he was mad to go himself even though he knew he lost 
the last one, but but anyway he won a medal which was fabulous. So I kind of say, 
you know it was good for him because he knew what it was like to win and he knows 
what it was like to loose and he got over it you know. 
Interviewer:  Yeah. And what age do they start? 
Interviewee:  Well, in karate 5 really which is actually, I think, very young only he was mad to try it 
out and so he started that, now there was kids 3 and 4 which to me is ridiculous 
because their concentration was you know, you can’t, they’re just jumping around 
and all that whereas then the older ones were kind of serious but he was mad to try 
it and he really  was enthusiastic and really serious about it but he was 5 when he 
started and so that’s why I left him go at 5, you know 
Interviewer:  Would you prefer him to be serious about it then just go in you know? 
Interviewee:  Well it’s very expensive right and it wouldn’t be something that I would like him to do 
Just for the fun of it? Because it is quite dear like it’s a €100 every 2 months which is 
expensive for activities, but the fact that he was mad to do it we kind of said look we 
will do it and he is very good at it and he is after it like he’s up to his kind of 4th or 5th 
belt. 
Interviewer:  Okay so apart from that now in terms of playing outside, not in a kind of organized 
activity, are they ever allowed to kind of organize to meet their friends themselves?  
Interviewee:  No. 
Interviewer:  would it be you going through the other parents? 
Interviewee:  with [my daughter] I suppose really more than him, she would say like, you know I 
want to go to Caoimhe’s on Saturday or she wants to come here, is that okay? Will 
you ring her mom kind of thing. She knows like if there is something on next week, 
can I go down to someone’s house, if I say no that’s it 
Interviewer:  would you ever let her down to somebody’s house without speaking with the parent? 
Interviewee:  No, no, I wouldn’t really. In case there wouldn’t be a parent there. Although, I 
suppose, she’s still only 10, so like the houses that she goes to really wouldn’t be 
unsupervised. There was one time though the first week in January that she went to 
a friend’s house. The mother rang me to ask if could go to the cinema with them. 
This girl is the youngest and there’s 4 older brothers so I said grand. But anyway it 
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transpired that she actually left them go to the cinema with her niece minding them, 
the niece would have been about 13 or 14, but she left them to kind of walk down 
the cinema, now It’s not that I be paranoid about them, you know, out on their own, 
because I walked everywhere and I think they should be walking, but it’s just that 
now it’s just so busy with traffic that it’s the safety thing, you know crossing the 
roads and all that is what I’d be worried about now. But when she came home then, 
we were chatting away and the next day she said, would you be mad at me if you 
heard that I had walked somewhere? I didn’t know what she was getting at and then 
she said to me, well we actually, her mother didn’t actually bring us to the cinema, it 
was  her cousin brought us to the cinema, which was grand, you know, cause there 
was a teenager supervising us. She tells me everything 
Interviewer:  But she told you as well, so she would know that you would be quite strict on that kind 
of tell me what’s going on, like that kind of thing? 
Interviewee:  Yeah, yeah. 
Interviewer:  is she allowed to change plans, like let’s say she goes to a friend’s house and they’ve 
decided they’re going to the cinema or they decided they are going somewhere and 
in the middle of the day, you know, would she have to ring you then? 
Interviewee:  That really doesn’t happen because they’re too young yet to be let out anywhere 
without an adult. I don’t care what they do when they’re with the other parent  
Interviewer:  Okay, so like that wouldn’t really happen? 
Interviewee:  There are some would live on Douglas you see some of them would have older sisters 
that they kind of discover, we have the ones that have older sisters are much more, I 
suppose streetwise and kind of cute and want to do things that older sisters or 
brothers want to do, whereas because she is my eldest, I suppose, she is more 
restricted and that I won’t let because I suppose he’s doing things at his age that she 
never did at her age. The day before Christmas one of the friends now rang to know 
could she come over to Douglas court, their mother was  dropping them down to 
walk around Douglas court and I just said, no way, there is no way, at 10 I would be 
left and I walk around Douglas court even if we lived near it, you know, I just 
wouldn’t because she is only 10. 
Interviewer:  And would she have her own money to go? 
Interviewee:  She would, but I mean I would give her, I wouldn’t let her out with €20 or €30 
though, like some of the other ones. I just said no, she knew I would say no. She said, 
I bet you wouldn’t let me, and I said, no you’re right I wouldn’t let you and you know 
that was just it like, because obviously they’re too young. 
Interviewer:   You mentioned being streetwise there, do you think the two of them are streetwise or 
neither of them? 
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Interviewee:  Nope, not at all, no, no. no, she would be really kind of serious and kind of 
conscientious and she’d always kind of tell the truth, now she’s not an angel but in 
general. She would tell me all of the things at school. I’d be sayin’ cop on you know. 
there was this one girl who wants to be her friend. But she is always out on the 
street and she is just this real in your face girls and she keep saying that she wants to 
come to the house but I tell [my daughter] to say, say your mother said no that your 
mother is working. she said, yeah, but she knows that you don’t work, but I said I 
don’t care, just use the line like. Learn a few lines like that. I can see you know, 
they’d say, you might ask them a question and they kind of go, I don’t know, I have 
ask my mom. some of them are just cuter and I’m trying to get to her just try, and 
not to be deceitful now, but just try to be cuter, don’t always be honest. you know 
it’s not that I’m trying to make her dishonest. you know she is very kind of, you can 
just read from her face that she is not telling the truth. And neither of them would 
be able to stand up for themselves. they’re both actually very funny both of them at 
the moment or, if something happened in school, like say, I don’t know, something 
happens in the yard and she is saying Olivia was crying today because we said 
something and I’d say well stand up to her and say no I don’t want to play or and she 
says no because she ll run into the teacher crying and I’ll get into trouble. Yeah, you 
know, or things like, you know now they all share colours and she’d say Alicia keeps 
taking my colours and I don’t want her to, I say just tell her you do not want her to 
use your colours, end of story. It’s not that I’m encouraging not to share but you’ve 
had enough of it. She says no because she’d go running to the teacher and then I’ll 
get into trouble but I keep saying to her, no, you won’t get in trouble, you were 
entitled to say no, you cannot use my colours. But no both of them are the same, 
like afraid to do it in case they’ll get into trouble. You know, and it’s very hard when 
and I try to teach them. Yeah, it’s very hard, yeah, yeah. Or particularly what I notice 
when she went to school is you can see the difference in the second, third and 
fourth child, you know the ones that have older sisters, they know the drill and know 
what it’s like, even the few ones in her class like one or two of them particularly that 
I would consider annoying but she doesn’t, there’s ones that have older sisters and 
they kind of, just want to be older I suppose and they want to be doing things that 
their sisters are doing and I suppose they have a bit more freedom because they’re 
the second or third child, you know, and they’re well you can stand up for 
themselves, you know. 
Interviewer:  But do you find that she,  at 10, wants to be older like she is into her  fashion or her 
phone? 
Interviewee: She is, but underneath it all, she is a fierce baby. She looks a bit older but she is growing 
mad and yeah, we told her she wouldn’t have a phone, she made her confirmation but 
then last year, I actually dropped her to the opera house and drove off and left her. 
she was in a play I mean she went to the door and there was no play, to make the very 
long story short. So the man at the door kind of gave out to me for leaving her without 
checking. I got an awful fright so then we decided to get her a phone, but it’s the one 
with these security phones were, there is only, she can only ring me and there is only 
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about 10 numbers she can put in, so she can’t text. So she was delighted because she 
thought she wouldn’t get a phone ‘til about 12. so she has that  
Interviewer:  Is she allowed to ring her friends at all or no? 
Interviewee:  She is, but she doesn’t really, you know. And she doesn’t, I mean, they don’t be 
ringing for chats on it you know, they ring for something to do with school, but they’re 
not ringing and chatting in it you know, but you know, she wouldn’t be mad to be 
doing things like the clothes she loves whatever but underneath it all I think she is a 
bit of a baby,  
Interviewer:   And like, are they both allowed using internet? 
Interviewee:   They are. 
Interviewer:   And is there, do you have any of those security things. 
Interviewee:   I do have one of those screening things, I do yeah. 
Interviewer:   Okay, so like would you let them off on the computer on their own then? 
Interviewee:  I would be popping in and out every so often to see what they’re on, but she goes on 
this thing called star doll they all went to it, she was on teli a lot, they’re beginning to 
kick in now to YouTube for funny things. I don’t think they’d ever come up against 
anything, you know, I don’t know bad, but no they don’t be going, if she doesn’t go in 
and out of site they can start out particularly bad and he goes into the games but they 
wouldn’t, they rarely be kind of going into google I’m putting things on it and looking 
at things, unless she is looking up something specific. 
Interviewer: But you keep an eye on that do you 
Interviewee:   Yeah I would, now it is in the other room and they could be closing the door and they 
can do anything, but most of the time the door is open and I would be popping in and 
out and just walk and just try to see what’s happening you know, like he wouldn’t 
have a clue because he can’t read fully yet, you know. She’s a bit cuter. He’s a real fool 
you could fool him.  when she a bit kind of, yeah , and you know it’s funny. 
Interviewer:   So is there ever a time then during the day where you don’t know where they are or 
you’re not keeping an eye on them? 
Interviewee:   No, there isn’t really, no, no, never, ever, yeah. Psycho.  I suppose in Ardmore for the 
summer like they have much more freedom but having said that the house is in 
literally in a little cul des sac now again, right, you can drive, you can come in the gate, 
but you can’t drive through it so it’s very safe, there’s no traffic, they would be 
allowed, it’s like there’s the beach, there’s a car park and then there’s the houses and 
there’s  a playground, so they would be like walking down to the playground on their 
own. But they’re not allowed to walk around the village on their own. So, they would 
have that kind of freedom right down there for maybe like 5 or 6 weeks of the year. 
But I would always know that they’re out there in the park and down to the 
 279 
playground or if they happen to go to the beach, they would come up and tell us 
they’re at the beach, but they wouldn’t be kind of wandering. 
Interviewer:   And they’d all go like in a group? 
Interviewee:   They would, there would be a good few of them. 
Interviewer:   Yeah, so what do you think then are the biggest threats to leaving them on their own, 
like why wouldn’t you allow them to be unsupervised  
Interviewee:   Mostly, I suppose I don’t kind of think there is people out there all the time, but I 
suppose all the things you hear and read about them, you know I would consider 
Ardmore to be extremely safe, but then you just don’t know, you know, and I suppose 
sometimes or kind of, I would think about it then every so often you have a flash and 
go, Oh, Jesus there could be somebody on the beach looking, you know, this kind so I 
suppose it’s that really. 
Interviewer:   Okay, so its people like so. 
Interviewee:   Yeah. 
Interviewer:   If you hear things like, I don’t know, about Madeleine McCann so like would you think 
my children? 
Interviewee:   I suppose really. Yeah, I suppose you’d never think it would happen honestly, but I 
suppose every so often and you get a flash and go Jesus it could happen like it 
happened to her and it happened to them. Those things really was what would kind of 
fright me I suppose really you know. 
Interviewer:   Okay, so it wouldn’t really be them hanging around not doing anything more, you 
know, getting up to mischief? 
Interviewee:    No because I really don’t think like whether or not angels, they’re good, they’re good. 
He I suppose for a boy is, he’s not kind of rowdy and I know he is very timid, so there 
is no way he would wander away from her. Or there is no way he’d go off on his own. I 
could put my hand in my heart and say that, he would absolutely lose his life because 
he is very timid, so I suppose I’m very lucky in that sense that he’s not the kind of little 
boy that could just take off. He’d absolutely lose his life, Yeah, he’s very, very timid 
like that. Yeah, he’s very nervous. So I suppose in that sense, if I had a kind of a wild 
little boy, it might be different, but I know I’m very happy to know there is no way 
that, like if they go anywhere and I’d more he’s not clung on to her, there’s no way 
he’d go out on his own. So I suppose I’m lucky in that sense that we’re together. She’d 
be a bit that she could take a chance like she is a, there’s a laneway now and now is 
open lane way it’s not a close lane way, but once it gets dark, you just want to kind of 
like go up there, but she went up there once but she always comes back then you 
know about her face she has done something, and she kind of went on her way, she’s 
say I know your going to kill me but I actually walked up the lane and still be in, you 
know that kind of thing, she might be easily swayed with somebody you know. 
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Interviewer:   Would you talk to them about those things that have happened like the threats that 
might be out there? 
Interviewee:   Yeah, but see I don’t want to frighten them either. Now, of course they know about 
Madeleine McCann and they see it on the television and all the papers, but I 
wouldn’t be, I don’t want to be harping on that because I don’t want them to make 
them absolutely, in particular because he is very nervous anyway. And I think I would 
actually frighten the life over him. So, well yeah, you’d be trying to you know, and 
now you see they do this be safe program in school as well which I think it’s very 
good and he did it last year, you know and that kind of teach them, but I don’t 
always want to be going about it, because I think he’d turn into a nervous wreck, but 
I you know, if you want that and I think you can’t be going like that all the time to be 
really, you know. Yeah, yeah.  And I suppose they’re still young that it’s not an issue 
you know, like you can still tell them where to go, where not to go, and they have to 
do what we tell them, they are still young enough that they have to obey us. 
Interviewer:   Would you ever going to say that like don’t walk down this street or don’t go there? 
Interviewee:   Oh yeah, yeah, yeah. Oh yeah, we would yeah, yeah. 
Interviewer:    In terms of other parents then, would you have quite a lot of contact with their 
friend’s parents? 
Interviewee:   I would, I suppose yeah, yeah I would. 
Interviewer:   And do you ever find then that in terms of like the rules you’ve set for them, do you 
think that’s influenced by their friends parents rules.  
Interviewee:   Yeah, a bit I suppose, but I mean if there are certain things that no, like she is just 
not allowed to do and I just say no she can’t go. Yeah,  At the moment, now maybe 
when she is 12 or 13 or 14 it will be different and hard at first, but still like, you 
know, there might be things that I just say no, just tell them you can’t go or no 
you’re not allowed to go or you know, like there was a dance athone there before 
Christmas and they were all going and last year it was on and all it is it that they all 
just danced, but it was in a disco hall, the lights where down, and do you know what 
it was like a disco and I think they’re very young for even putting them into that kind 
of event and she was saying, can I go this year, and I said yeah okay, but you could 
kind of sway her as well. And there was something else and I’m like God we should 
really go to that and she’s say yea look I won’t bother. No, there was no boys or 
anything like that, but if I really felt strongly enough about it and I really, and [my 
husband] more than me I suppose I, well I’d be all no she’s not go when we come to 
them I kind of feel maybe sometimes, look if they are all going and she is going okay, 
whereas if he decides no, it’s no, end of story, there is no negotiation, he is just 
much too young end of story you know. 
Interviewer:   Yeah, and what is that would sway you?  
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Interviewee: I suppose maybe if they were all going and I kind of said okay that child is going and 
yeah and the mother thinks it’s okay and they’re all going in a group. 
Interviewer:   Okay, now completely apart from that, do you give them chores to do or anything 
during the week or do they have to do anything around the house at all? 
Interviewee:   I suppose they haven’t got to set things, but like, she would be great for keeping her 
room tidy , they would pick up any of their dirty clothes and put them to the dirty 
washing, they now I suppose in the last year or two when they’re finished with their 
dirty knives and forks and whatever at the table they put them into the sink or into 
the dishwasher and really now, I’m always kind of, I just want to do now I call them 
back and make them to do that kind of thing. She is good really, like she do the 
hovering for me now and stuff like that, and I suppose there is nothing that they 
have to do, but I would get them to do. 
Interviewer:   Okay, so they would be doing things around the place and you get them pocket or 
something to do? 
Interviewee:   No, actually we don’t, we don’t give them pocket money, purely because they never 
looked for it right. And [my son] asked if he could have allowance and we’d laugh 
and made them count, yeah okay, how much? Could I have a euro, so I said okay, its 
fine, so the first saturday he came and he said but you’ll have to ask for the 
allowance because I don’t remember, so he asked. and I said he hasn’t asked since, 
so I don’t, but I suppose they don’t, now if she’d be good, if like she’d often, she’d 
want to do ironing, Now I wouldn’t be giving her favors or tenors like but I might give 
her €2 or €3 you know. Or I got her to hoover my car and I’d give her money, like 
that. Maybe not every week. Because she is school and like she is a good help, you 
could get her to do whereas he’d be kind of jumping around and you might, you 
know, now [my husband] killed him before Christmas and told him he wasn’t, to 
leave his room every morning until it was tidy, now there is no comparison in her 
room and his room because she has a really tidy work he’d be throwing things 
everywhere, but he’s  beginning to throw the clothes up on his bed before he leaves, 
you know, or whatever and now we would, sometimes his room would be a mess 
and I would make him stay there with me and pick it up until everything, but he’s 
much more kind of,  I suppose he gets away with it because he is a bit younger like, 
you know, but she is good and like she is good to do jobs for you. 
Interviewer: And like, is she allowed to spend that little bit of money there and I think she wants 
something? 
Interviewee:   Yeah, she is, I know she’d be very good I suppose really like, she got money out for 
Christmas but she wanted hockey shoes, so I said fine now they were €50 so she 
bought the hockey shoes herself and she had, I think she had €20 left over and she 
still has 10, and I think I left her buy,  I suppose sometimes I’m very kind of mean to 
them but then I feel like they got a lot of things for Christmas so I don’t really, you 
know, she use the hockey shoes,  but I don’t want them to spend the money for the 
sake that they’re good to save and she saves and she saves in the credit union in 
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school so that every Tuesday literally whatever changes around the house we give 
her or if she has a euro herself, now we might even give her €3 or €4 that she is 
saving something every week, you know. Any money he get puts it into his money 
box and he won’t spend it but he’d be asking me to buying things but he won’t 
spend his money, he’s very funny but I suppose both of us would be kind of sensible 
with money, however, so often I’d go bananas but like kind of would be very kind of 
care, not care for now because he is not mean, but I wouldn’t just be throwing them 
money just for the sake of it or get them into the habit because I suppose now, I 
suppose with the section and stuff, yeah, you kind of go, God we what’s coming 
down the line, well maybe you know ok  were comfortable but will be in time, we 
just don’t know, nobody knows with our jobs. so well I suppose they have got a lot 
over the years and they get a lot, I still don’t want them, I want them to try and 
learn, you know that you have to save or you have to wait for something or you 
know. Now they’re still I suppose, they are much more indulged than we were as 
children, you know, they get a lot of things, I suppose really, while we would try to 
hold back on it, but I suppose if you actually sat  down and worked out what they get 
and whatever they do really, you know. 
Interviewer:   Yeah. Do you think it’s very different from when you were still younger? 
Interviewee:   It is, it is really, it is yeah, very different, very different. Always, you see at the park, It 
would have been full of children, yeah, we would walk to school, they would be 4 or 
5 of us all walk to school together. We would play outside, we would have gone to 
the community center for a lot of things, I went to dancing in town. I used to walk to 
dancing and then I walk home. We walk everywhere or get a bus. Well from the time 
I went to school for 5 we walk to school every day and back, so you could just 
Interviewer:   But do you think that [daughter] would still be too young to be getting around this 
town? 
Interviewee:   Into town I suppose yeah, in the park like there is a bus that goes from here down 
to Mahan Point and back and it actually pass through her school and he was saying 
maybe in a year’s time, but actually maybe we were saying this year after, like 
somewhere before May or June when the weather would be fine. That the two of 
them could meet and get the bus home, maybe once or twice a week, but actually 
now with the issue was that their school bags are so heavy, they actually, I don’t 
know what is different two years ago, but they actually can carry them home, they 
actually couldn’t walk home because they’re so heavy. Their school bags are 
unbelievably heavy like for primary school. So that would be the only thing but 
yeah, we did say that maybe even like once or twice a week when the weather 
would be fine now maybe that we would let them meet up together. And get the 
bus it’s usually outside of our school and get the bus home maybe, but I just don’t 
know, you know I suppose I won’t be using the bus now myself anymore and it’s 
not, I would love them to get to walk everywhere or get the bus, but I suppose it’s 
just society now in general and the whole thing about safety and you know don’t 
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let your children this and  that people are watching but I suppose that would kind 
of put thoughts in your head.  
Interviewer: Would you mind the traffic and stuff if they’re walking? 
Interviewee:   I suppose not so much because like I think they’d be careful and they go to the 
traffic lights and they would cross. 
Interviewer:   They are able to cross? 
Interviewee:   Yeah, yeah. And theres a lollipop lady outside for school so she would literally cross 
the road and the bus stop is there, so they would be no, you know, and they would 
be, but yeah, I don’t know like we kind of talk to him last year, but now it’s coming 
near, you know, I don’t know would we actually kind of  Or like maybe I might go 
someday and we’d all get the bus home to see how it goes and you can see, you 
know. 
Interviewer:   Okay, you kind of ease them in a little bit? 
Interviewee:  Yeah, but now, I don’t know where she is going to secondary school but she might 
go to secondary school to town and if that was the case, well then certainly I 
wouldn’t be dropping and collecting her, I think at that stage we would need to be 
maybe dropping her on the road and let her walk in town and walk home or get the 
bus, so if you want she come to secondary school, I wouldn’t be dropping and 
collecting her from school. 
Interviewer:   So they the only other thing then, that I have to ask you is about what you see for 
them kind of in the future, I suppose, what would you like them to be doing more? 
Like do you see them going to college? 
Interviewee:   Oh right, I would love them to go to college really, from loads of points of view is 
really, you know,  I suppose now with the jobs and whatever you have to kind of 
degree and whatever before you can even have a job so I only ever did kind of 3 
years in college myself and then I went in to work in a bank and [my husband] 
never went to college so I was always sorry that I never finished college, you know. 
Interviewer:   You started college did you? 
Interviewee:   I did, I did yeah, I did, I did med lab but I applied biology first and then I did 2 in 
med lab but I worked and I went into the bank for the summer and I never left. And 
I always regretted it, because I feel you have a great couple of years in college you 
know, from loads of points of view with the social aspect, you kind of summer is 
free, you know, you meet lots of people and make contacts, you know that kind of 
way, and I think it’s great for my life kind of point of view because you never ever 
get a chance with that again and where you end up or what you’re working at 
really. You know, and I feel I’m sorry that I never experienced it truly you know that 
I didn’t finish out or whatever and didn’t get a qualification I suppose really 
because well like 21 years in the bank or 25 in the bank, I would depend on 
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finance, but I’m actually qualified for nothing. I have years of experience but I have 
nothing you know and he’d be the same And so he, and now, he’s very involved in 
UCC with the rugby club for the last 5 years and he sees them all and he’s gonna 
thank God yeah, you know, it’s a great life when your that age. So from that point 
of view yeah I think, plus of course I’d love them to have something, you know 
some kind of a qualification that they would get some kind of a decent job for 
them.  
Interviewer:  And will it matter like if they went to an IT or if they’re going to a University or if 
they did medicine or will it matter? 
Interviewee:  No, as long as there is something. I do think being in cork I do think that UCC is 
lovely and I think I went to their CIT and I still think there is a fierce difference 
between the CIT and the University you know, and now I suppose if that’s what 
they want to do, but I think 
Interviewer:   Would you coax them though? 
Interviewee:   Oh listen coax them I would be pushing.   I suppose like they’ve been up and down 
to UCC. I just think because we’re in the city, I mean we have it so near it would be 
great to go to the University. 
Interviewer:   Yeah? And do you think they’d live here if they did go to UCC?  
Interviewee:  Well, they joke you see if we go to college can we go to brookfield? And I say yeah 
if you can afford it fine, but I suppose they would because we’re so near to it, you 
know, maybe for a year, they might move out or something you know, but I don’t 
know really, you know. I suppose for the first year, unless they could afford it, but I 
mean I certainly would be funding it and we are only living over the road you know 
kind of thing. 
Interviewer:   Yeah, so do you think all of these things that they’re doing now, all of the kind of 
classes after school will end? That will all stand with them now when they grow up? 
Interviewee:   Yeah I do think when we were growing up like we did dancing and elecution  music 
and we would do loads of things. And it certainly kept me occupied until I was went 
in to college and you know that I never got into trouble or got into anything. And 
because I was always involved in these activities or I  was never, I suppose I was 
never out drinking and whatever when I was 16 and 17 because I was always tied 
up doing something and I am saying even if it gets them to 19, you know when 
they’re old enough to that. From that point of view really more than anything like I 
don’t ever think she’ll be a concert pianist you know, I don’t ever think she’ll be a 
professional dancer, I think the group support is great, you know, like [my 
husband’s] 40 now and he’s still involved in group sports and you know it stood to 
him all up through school and I think that is a great thing really for anybody and 
you know and I’d love her to keep up the hockey for that, you know. It is really just 
to try and get that’s my kind of thing you know to get them even if they got 
through 
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Interviewer:   Keep them occupied up to secondary school? 
Interviewee:   Yeah to the end of secondary school, yeah until they go to college and then they’d 
kind of bold than ever yeah, because I suppose then, unless they really need  
something they’re not going to keep it on you know. And they’re going to be 
starting or whatever, but it’s not that really and I suppose and actually what I 
notice now particularly is, it’s the same children like when she start the school of 
music and there were some of her swimming crowd there which started dancing, 
some of them there, it’s the same children, families we seem to meet at The same 
activities, you know, it’s the same people around, you know, and a lot of things 
Interviewer:   And they’re all over the place? 
Interviewee: Yeah, they are yeah, they’re all over the city, but it seemed to be t he same kind of  
between dancing and the school of music and do you know, we meet a lot of the 
same and even the karate we meet them at the same kind of activities, yeah, now I 
suppose cork is kind of small and I suppose the things in the outside of the city 
we’d be going to all of them as well, whatever you know and you’d be meeting 
people from these kind of areas, but yeah, so they all know each other but I don’t 
remember that when I was growing up but different, you know that I knew, you 
know, because like she’d go, oh their so and so of that school and that school so 
she seems to, she might know them intimately. But they kind of know each other 
you know, which I think is kind of nice for maybe later on when they are teenagers 
that she knows kind of people. 
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Appendix K: Thirty-first Amendment to the Constitution ‘Children’ Bill 
(2012) 
 
Article 42A – Children  
1.  The State recognises and affirms the natural and imprescriptible rights of all children and 
shall, as far as practicable, by its laws protect and vindicate those rights.  
 
2.  1° In exceptional cases, where the parents, regardless of their marital status, fail in their duty 
towards their children to such extent that the safety or welfare of any of their children is 
likely  to be prejudicially affected, the State as guardian of the common good shall, by 
proportionate  means as provided by law, endeavour to supply the place of the parents, but 
always with due regard for the natural and imprescriptible rights of the child.  
 
2° Provision shall be made by law for the adoption of any child where the parents have failed 
for such a period of time as may be prescribed by law in their duty towards the child and 
where the best interests of the child so require.  
 
3.  Provision shall be made by law for the voluntary placement for adoption and the adoption 
of any child.  
 
4.  1° Provision shall be made by law that in the resolution of all proceedings –  
 
(i) brought by the State, as guardian of the common good, for the purpose of preventing  
the safety and welfare of any child from being prejudicially affected, or  
 
ii) concerning the adoption, guardianship or custody of, or access to, any child, the best 
interests of the child shall be the paramount consideration.  
 
2° Provision shall be made by law for securing, as far as practicable, that in all proceedings  
referred to in subsection 1° of this section in respect of any child who is capable of forming 
his or her own views, the views of the child shall be ascertained and given due weight having 
regard to the age and maturity of the child.   
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Appendix L: Age Profile of Child Participants 
 
 
 # Pseud.  Socio-Econ 16+ 15 14 13 12 11 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
1 Emily Affluent          1  1   1 
2 Vickie Affluent   1  1  1         
6 Aoife Affluent   1   1          
8 Nancy Affluent       1   1      
9 Terry Affluent          1 1     
10 Laura Affluent          1    1  
12 Lisa Affluent      1     1     
13 Claire Affluent        1     1  1 
14 Penelope Affluent 3          1     
15 Adele Affluent          1  1  1  
16 Greg Disadvantaged     1   1    1    
3 Angela Disadvantaged    1     1 1      
4 Leah Disadvantaged 1    1   1   1     
5 Fran Disadvantaged       1    1     
7 Patricia Disadvantaged    1     1  1     
11 Monica Disadvantaged    1     1 1      
Age Profile of Child Participants in seventeen recruited families 
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Appendix M: Safety Booklet for American Children (1968) 
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Appendix N: Parent and Child Information Leaflets 
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Appendix O: Information Letter for Youth Group Leaders 
 
23/01/10 
Dear [NAME], 
Further to our phone call, here are the details of the research project for which I am recruiting 
participants. I am a PhD student in the Sociology Dept. UCC. I was awarded a Scholarship to conduct 
research on children’s leisure-time in Cork City. My research began in January 2009.  
I am currently seeking families, with children aged between 6 and 10 years inclusively, to take part in 
interviews in early 2010. A number of families from different backgrounds and different parts of the 
city will be recruited. The aim of the research is to examine the families’ experiences of children’s 
leisure-time and the supervision of children during after-school hours. It will be the first Irish project 
to explore the surveillance of children outside of a school setting and has the potential to bring many 
issues to light.  
What do participating families have to do? I will hold an informal interview with one child per family, 
in the child’s home where possible. All interviews with children can be supervised by the parents. I 
will then interview one of the parents for no more than one hour. Finally each family will be asked 
(where possible) to complete a time use survey for the duration of 3 days which will be returned to 
me. Confidentiality is guaranteed and all families will remain anonymous.  
What am I looking for from you? I am seeking to recruit interested families, with children of 
appropriate ages, through your club. Please note that you will not have to participate in any way 
other than informing people of the vacancies and permitting me to distribute letters to parents 
before or after some of your club meetings.  I am looking only to access families with children of the 
relevant ages. Subsequent meetings / interviews with children will be organised directly by me with 
any interested parents and will not go through your club. If you would be interested in helping me in 
this way, please let me know. I will give you a call again next week when you have had time to read 
through the above.  
 
I look forward to speaking with you soon. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
_______________ 
Aimie Brennan  
  
 295 
Appendix P: Parent and Child Consent Form 
 
Parent/ Child Consent Form 
Dear participants,  
My PhD research project (2009 - 2013) will discuss Cork families different experiences of 
children’s after school leisure activities along with the level of supervision children 
experience.  
The information you provide in your interview will be the basis for the analysis. Like other 
research projects, quotes from your interview will be used in my research. However, all 
information you provide will be strictly confidential, pseudonyms will be created to protect 
your family’s privacy. Furthermore, the information you give will be used only for the 
purpose of this project.  
Please note you have the right to withdraw from the project at any stage. If you would still 
like to get involved you and your child will be asked to give short interviews, together you 
will be asked to keep a diary of children’s activities for 3 days and your child will be asked to 
draw a picture of their favorite activity.  
If you are happy that you understand what is involved with the project and you would like to 
go ahead please please sign below to give your consent. I would ask that you also explain 
the above to your child and ask them to sign below also. 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Parent: 
 I give my consent to use any of the information I provide in the interview for use in this 
study of children’s leisure time in Ireland.  
Signed: ________________________________________________ 
  
Child:  
I would like to be part of this project. I will draw a picture and answer some questions about 
my after school activities. 
Signed: ________________________________________________  
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Appendix Q: Questionnaire Explanatory Note 
 
[Date] 
Dear parent / guardian,  
I am a PhD student in the Sociology Department UCC and I am carrying out research on children’s 
after school leisure-time in Cork. The aim of the research is to discuss family’s experience of 
supervision and participation in leisure activities after school. If you would like to participate in this 
research please fill out the attached questionnaire and return it to: [LOCATION OF DISTRIBUTION].  
When completing the questionnaire please refer to only one of your children aged between 6 and 
10. Please be as specific as possible. All the information you provide will remain confidential. If you 
feel uncomfortable answering any of the questions please leave them blank. If you need clarification 
on any question please don’t hesitate to contact me on 0879266349. 
 
Thank you for your time 
Aimie Brennan 
_________________________ 
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Appendix R: Community Member Questionnaire 
 
 
                               Front of Community Questionnaire 
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                                 Back of Community Questionnaire 
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Appendix S: CSO Occupation Classification (2002) Sample 
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Appendix T: Deprivation Index Scores for Study Areas 
 
                                                             
38 ACFS91 is the 1991  Absolute Index Score 
39 ACFS96 is the 1996 Absolute Index Score 
40
 ACFS02 is the 2002 Absolute Index Score 
41
 ACFS06 is the 2006 Absolute Index Score 
42
 RCFS91 is the 1991 Relative Index Score 
43
 RCFS96 is the 1996 Relative Index Score 
44
 RCFS02 is the 2002 Relative Index Score 
45 RCFS06 is the 2006 Relative Index Score 
DEPRIVATION INDEX OF STUDY AREAS (Haase and Pratschke, 2006) 
ED_NAME ACFS91
38
 ACFS96
39
 ACFS02
40
 ACFS06
41
 RCFS91
42
 RCFS96
43
 RCFS02
44
 RCFS06
45
 
BALLINLOUGH A 16.1 15.5 17.3 14.6 16.1 13.7 11.5 7.9 
BALLINLOUGH B 20.0 20.1 21.4 20.5 20.0 18.5 16.5 16.2 
BALLINLOUGH C 14.4 18.0 20.1 16.6 14.4 16.2 14.9 10.8 
BALLYPHEHANE A -12.8 -12.5 -4.7 -6.5 -12.8 -15.4 -16.1 -21.5 
BALLYPHEHANE B -11.5 -10.1 -3.9 -1.3 -11.5 -13.0 -15.1 -14.2 
BLACKPOOL A -19.0 -14.6 -13.6 -5.9 -19.0 -17.6 -27.2 -20.5 
BLACKPOOL B -2.7 -7.6 -1.3 4.0 -2.7 -10.4 -11.8 -6.7 
MAHON A 3.4 8.4 13.0 10.4 3.4 6.3 6.0 2.2 
MAHON B -6.2 -3.1 5.1 9.0 -6.2 -5.6 -3.9 .2 
MAHON C 20.7 20.4 21.1 18.6 20.7 18.8 16.2 13.6 
POULADUFF A -7.8 -9.2 -1.4 -.9 -7.8 -12.0 -12.0 -13.5 
POULADUFF B -15.8 -14.6 -7.4 -5.1 -15.8 -17.6 -19.5 -19.4 
TOGHER A -10.6 -6.2 -4.8 -4.9 -10.6 -8.8 -16.2 -19.1 
TOGHER B -8.1 -7.8 -6.4 -6.3 -8.1 -10.5 -18.2 -21.2 
BROWNINGSTOWN 25.5 26.0 27.9 24.3 25.5 24.6 24.7 21.5 
TRAMORE A 8.3 5.0 8.7 9.8 8.3 2.7 .7 1.4 
TRAMORE B 22.2 24.3 25.5 22.5 22.2 22.8 21.7 18.9 
TRAMORE C 18.7 12.8 19.5 14.3 18.7 10.9 14.2 7.6 
BALLINCOLLIG 14.8 17.3 19.7 17.8 14.8 15.5 14.5 12.5 
BLARNEY 7.5 9.7 16.5 14.1 7.5 7.6 10.4 7.4 
DOUGLAS 21.9 23.8 24.2 22.4 21.9 22.3 20.0 18.9 
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Area Relative Deprivation score Deprivation Category 
BALLINLOUGH A 7.9 Marginally Above Average 
BALLINLOUGH B 16.2 Affluent 
BALLINLOUGH C 10.8 Affluent 
BALLYPHEHANE A -21.5 Very Disadvantaged 
BALLYPHEHANE B -14.2 Disadvantaged 
BLACKPOOL A -20.5 Very Disadvantaged 
BLACKPOOL B -6.7 Marginally Below Average 
MAHON A 2.2 Marginally Above average 
MAHON B .2 Marginally Above average 
MAHON C 13.6 Affluent 
POULADUFF A -13.5 Disadvantaged 
POULADUFF B -19.4 Disadvantaged 
TOGHER A -19.1 Disadvantaged 
TOGHER B -21.2 Very Disadvantaged 
BROWNINGSTOWN 21.5 Very Affluent 
TRAMORE A 1.4 Marginally Above average 
TRAMORE B 18.9 Affluent 
TRAMORE C 7.6 Marginally Above average 
BALLINCOLLIG 12.5 Affluent 
BLARNEY 7.4 Marginally Above average 
DOUGLAS 18.9 Affluent 
Haase and Pratschke Deprivation Categories 
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Appendix V – Bentham’s Panoptic Design 
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Appendix W - Community Member’s Interview Questions 
 
1) Where do you work? 
2) How many children do you have contact with everyday?  
3) What age group is the class that you’re teaching?  
4) Are there any international kids in your class?  
5) Were you Garda vetted?  
6) And what about a medical did you have to do a medical?  
7) Are there any of the kids in your class from more disadvantaged backgrounds?  
8) And do you see a difference in terms of attendance or behavior?  
9) Is it like a really academically geared school do you think?  
10) Do you think the kids are quite street wise?  
11) What is the protocol for one to one meetings with the kids?  
12) What is the protocol around taking photographs of the kids?  
13) Do parents have to sign something saying that is ok?  
14) In college, did you cover any topics about protecting yourself from legal cases? 
15) How much contact do you have with the parents?  
16) Do parents take an interest in their child’s school work?  
17) Do parents take responsibility for their children’s behavior in class?  
18) Did you have any negative interactions with parents?  
19) Are there parents who take a big interest in what’s going on in the classroom?  
20) Did you ever encounter any children with problems at home that manifested 
themselves in the classroom?  
21) Did you ever have kids falling asleep?  
22) what kind of activities if any are there available after school, are there any run by the 
school?  
23) How much do they have to pay?  
24) What kind of programs do you do with the children as a part of personal safety or 
safety at home?Error! Bookmark not defined. What's the Policy on that?  
25) Are the kids ever unsupervised in School?  
26) There ever been instances of someone kind of trying to collect a kid that isn’t theirs 
or a car being outside the school that isn’t there to collect anyone? what do you do 
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in a situation like that?  
27) If a child hurts themselves what happens?  
28) Did any child ever seriously hurt themselves in your care?  
29) What kind of surfacing do you have in the yard?  
30)   How often are there fire drills in school?  
31) when you’re doing P.E. with them or art can you bring in anything that you want to 
do with them or is there a certain safety policy, like are they allowed to climb things, 
are you allowed to use glue guns? Is there a policy on that?  
32) Are school policies closely monitored by anyone?  
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Appendix X: Letter of Recommendation from Ethical Review Committee, UCC 
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Appendix Y: Information Request Letter for Ogra Chorcai 
 
 
Dear Mr. Slattery, 
 
I am a PhD student in the Sociology Dept. UCC. I was recently awarded a Scholarship to 
conduct research on children’s leisure-time in Cork City. I began my research in January 2009 
and I am currently recruiting interested families to take part in my research. I am specifically 
seeking families with children aged between 6 and 10 from any parts of the city to take part in 
an interview with me. The project will examine families experiences of children’s leisure-time 
and the supervision of children’s after-school activities. As this is the first Irish project to 
explore the surveillance of children it has the potential to bring many issues to light.  
As I am not originally from Cork my contacts are limited and I was wondering if you could give 
me help me in targeting specific areas, youth groups, organised activities or homework clubs 
which deal specifically with children aged between 6 and 10 years. Perhaps I could contact 
some of your clubs leaders in order to pass on information to families who may be interested 
in getting involved. Once contact with families is established, I will deal directly with 
interested parents and will not ask that your clubs get involved in the research in any way. 
Additionally, any help provided by your organisation will be acknowledged within the project. 
I would be very appreciative of any help or contacts you could give me. I will give you a call 
next week once, you have had the opportunity to read through the above, to discuss further 
details.  
 
Yours Sincerely, 
___________________ 
Aimie Brennan  
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Appendix Z: Information Letter for Parents 
 
 
 
Dear parent, 
I am a PhD student in the Sociology Department in UCC. I was awarded a Scholarship to conduct 
research on childhood in Ireland. My research is on-going. I am currently looking for families, with 
at least one child between the age of 6 and 10 to take part in an interview on their experience of 
children’s leisure-time. All family situations are accepted. The only pre-requisite is that the child 
must be either an Irish national or must have lived in Ireland for the previous five years.  
Interviews and activities for this research will commence in 2010. The project will incorporate a 
range of different family types from different parts of the city. I will be looking at how children’s 
leisure-time and the surveillance of children’s lives have changed in Ireland. It will be the first Irish 
project to explore the surveillance of children outside of a school setting and has the potential to 
bring many issues to light.  
Interviews will be informal and will consist of an interview with one child (aged 6-10) per family. 
All interviews with children may be supervised by you. I will then speak to one parent for no more 
than one hour about their experiences of children’s leisure-time and surveillance. Each family will 
finally be asked (where possible) to complete a time use survey for the child in question for the 
duration of 3 days. Confidentiality is guaranteed and all participating families will remain 
anonymous. 
If you are interested in participating in this study or you know anyone who may fit the criteria 
please fill out the form below and send it to: Aimie Brennan. Apartment 3, 10 Hardwick Street, 
Cork City. Alternatively text me with the details on 087-9266349 or E-mail me: 
aimser5@gmail.com and I will get back to you to discuss the details. 
Yours sincerely, 
Aimie Brennan 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
PARENT’S NAME: 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
CONTACT DETAILS (Phone or Email and Address):  
________________________________________________________________________________ 
REFER A FRIEND – NAME: 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
FRIENDS CONTACT DETAILS (Phone or Email): 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
